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Abstract 
Within an overall framework of sustainable development, and exemplified through an ethnographic	  empirical-­‐‑based case study of a human rights-based “Population, Health and Environment” (PHE) 
development project implemented in two rural communities in western Kenya, this master thesis sets 
out to examine the needs for and implementational challenges with taking an integrated and rights-
based approach to development by seeking out the how’s and the why’s, as inspired by the 
anthropologist David Mosse (2005); How and why do challenges with 1) achieving PHE-related 
wellbeing and 2) implementing the rights-based PHE project arise?  
 
Based on the hypothesis that challenges arise when implementing a such project due to the novelty 
and complex realm hereof, this thesis analytically investigates the above-mentioned questions 
through four steps. Informed by welfare economist Amartya Sen’s (1999) theoretical framework and 
a capability approach to development, a list of SRHR- and agriculture/environment-related valuable 
PHE capabilities for the people for whom a PHE project is supposed to bring positive change are 
deduced firstly, based on secondary literature. Secondly, the contextual unfreedoms, to paraphrase 
Sen, which people experience in relation to their agricultural/environmental- and especially their 
sexual and reproductive health and rights (SRHR)-related freedoms are scrutinised. Thereafter, the 
types of and reasons for challenges faced by the practitioners in relation to implementing a rights-
based PHE project are critically analysed. Lastly, in a wider and global perspective, it is briefly 
discussed if and why a disconnect can be detected between what is perceived as “good policy” (rights-
based approach), and what is actually implementable in local contexts where especially SRHR-related 
rights are talked of and perceived differently than in the global development agendas.  
It is deduced that the complex nexus between an increased risk of climate change effects, corrupt 
institutions, deprivation of livelihood opportunities and free and safe access to SRHR, as well as 
culturally based gender-divided traditions are especially detrimental for women’s development 
opportunities. Furthermore, a final (non-exhaustive) set of nine implementational challenges is 
deduced and presented. And, additionally, and on a wider global political scale, neo-colonial and 
unequal global power relations are found to possibly be at risk of warping the rights-based sustainable 
development agenda and appertaining eradication of inequality, poverty and climate change-induced 
insecurity.  
 
The findings are based on qualitative data consisting of observations of and interviews regarding the 
needs for and challenges with rights-based PHE implementation as mainly analysed based on the 
articulations and actions of the practitioners, conducted during a four-week long fieldwork stay in 
Kenya in October 2015, and supplemented with secondary literature and statistical data. 
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1.   Inspiration	  and	  field	  of	  enquiry	  
“To me, the three legs [of a traditional African stool] represent three critical pillars of just 
and stable societies. The first leg stands for democratic space, where rights are respected, 
whether they are human rights, women’s rights, children’s rights, or environmental rights. 
The second represents sustainable and equitable management of resources. And the third 
stands for cultures of peace that are deliberately cultivated within communities and nations. 
The basin, or the seat, represents society and its prospects for development. Unless all three 
legs are in place, supporting the seat, no society can thrive.”  
- Wangari Maathai, founder of the Green Belt Movement, Unbowed (2007:294) 
 
Nature does not need people. People need nature. As never before, a sense of urgency is growing in 
all corners of the world. An urgency, because “why are we waiting?” for the climate changes to 
worsen, as economist and academic Nicholas Stern asks, when “now is the time for action?” (Stern 
2015:xviii). An urgency to act, to change, to do something about two of the greatest challenges of our 
time: poverty and climate change (UNGA 2014a:3), which are closely interconnected through the 
works of the three legs in Maathai’s stool; inequality, injustice and unsustainable development. The 
inspiration for this thesis emanates from my heartfelt worry and wonderment about the unequal 
reasons for and opportunities to achieve well-being and adapt to the effects of climate changes, and 
the unsustainable and unjust path taken for the beautiful world that is our common home. 
 
1.1   An	  emerging	  need	  for	  holistic	  Sustainable	  Development	  approaches	  
The close interconnection and dependency relationship between people and planet have been 
recognised and respected by people around the globe for thousands of years. However, the respect 
for planetary boundaries has declined significantly concurrently with the rise of industrialisation and 
capitalism, especially in the global North, to the point where we are currently finding ourselves in the 
middle of a human-induced sixth extinction (Ceballos et al. 2015:1). While the recent decades’ rapid 
human population growth plays a role in environmental degradation and its climate change-related 
effects, the argument of population growth being the main reason for this is misleading, to say the 
least, as it is not “growth in (urban or rural) populations that drives the growth in greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions but rather, the growth in consumers and in their levels of consumption.” 
(Satterthwaite 2009:545), all of which makes the importance of urgent and effective sustainable 
development (SD) measures taken pivotal. 
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On a global political scale, it was not until 1987 that unsustainable development was first officially 
addressed through the globally agreed definition of sustainable development (SD) as put forth in the 
United Nations (UN)-led Brundtland report, stating that “[h]umanity has the ability to make 
development sustainable to ensure that it meets the needs of the present without compromising the 
ability of future generations to meet their own needs.” (WCED 1987:article 3(27)) Although 
contested and somewhat open to individual nations’ interpretation (Schoenaker et al. 2015:286), the 
overall framing of the Brundtland report was to stress the ”(…) individual and joint responsibility 
towards the environment and towards nurturing harmony between humanity and environment” 
(ibid.:3.60), emphasising that   
”[i]ntegrated approaches are needed (…) [and] it is necessary to identify vulnerable groups 
and their health risks and to ensure that the socio-economic factors that underlie these risks 
are taken into account in other areas of development policy.” (WCED 1987:3.58) 
Subsequent global conferences and agreements has further established that the binding link between 
poverty, vulnerability and climate change (CC) effects is to be found in demographic trends and 
unequal notions of the poorest people’s high unmet needs for contraception and thus lack of access 
to services related to their sexual and reproductive health and rights (SRHR). The Earth Summit in 
1992 (UNCED	   1992)	   called	   for	   eradication	   of	   poverty	   through	   human	   rights	   based	   (HRB)	  interventions,	   including	   the	   establishment	   of	   “women-­‐‑centred,	   women-­‐‑managed,	   safe	   and	  effective	  reproductive	  health	  care	  and	  affordable,	  accessible	  services.”	  (ibid.:6.26)	  Likewise,	  the	  1994	   International	   Conference	   on	   Population	   and	   Development	   (ICPD)	   (UNFPA	   1995a)	  recognised	   the	   “critical	   challenges	   and	   interrelationships	   between	   population	   and	  development.”	  (UNFPA	  2014	  [1994]:9)	  The	  ICPD	  Programme	  of	  Action	  (PoA)	  has	  been	  labelled	  “ground-­‐‑breaking”	   as	   it	   "shifted	   the	   global	   conversation	   on	   population	   policies”	   (Barot	  2014:22)	  and	  explicitly	  called	  for	  universal	  and	  rights-­‐‑based	  access	  to	  not	  only	  reproductive,	  but	  also	  sexual	  health	  services	  such	  as	  legal	  and	  safe	  abortion	  in	  order	  to	  mitigate	  unwanted	  pregnancies,	  and	  maternal	  and	  newborn	  mortality	  in	  a	  sustainable	  development	  context	  (WHO	  2010:iv).	  	  Following	   the	   lack	   of	   actual	   multi-­‐‑sectoral	   integration	   and	   the	   disappointing	   results	   on	  especially	  the	  SRHR	  components	  of	  the	  Millennium	  Development	  Goals	  (MDGs)	  (Newman	  et	  al.	  2014),	  which	  were	  initiated	  in	  the	  year	  2000	  with	  end	  goals	  of	  eradicating	  extreme	  poverty	  and	  diminishing	  maternal	  mortality	  by	  the	  year	  2015,	  expectations	  towards	  the	  new United Nations 
led global SD agenda, the so-called 2030 Agenda and its appertaining Sustainable Development 
Goals (SDGs) (UNDP 2015),	  are	  high	  (Scoenaker	  et	  al.	  2015:286).	  The indisputable indivisibility 
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of “the three dimensions of sustainable development: the economic, social and environmental” 
(UNGA 2015:1), are now to be sought addressed through this set of a staggering 17 global goals with 
a total of 169 targets. Based on the recognition of severe unequal gender opportunities for achieving 
development, the SDGs set out to acquire a more holistic conception of sustainable human and 
environmental development with the proclaimed goal to “realize the human rights of all” by 
eradicating poverty “in all its forms and dimensions, including extreme poverty, [recognizing that it] 
is the greatest global challenge and an indispensable requirement for sustainable development.” 
(ibid.) 	  
 
As put forth by philosopher and welfare economist Amartya Sen in the paramount work 
“Development as Freedom” (1999), the expansion of a holistic set of freedoms, which are 
“inescapably qualified and constrained by the social, political and economic opportunities that are 
available to us” (Sen 1999:xii), should be perceived as both the means to and the ends of development 
through the works of creating equal and just access to development opportunities, or capabilities, as 
Sen terms them in his capability approach (CA) (ibid.). In line herewith, and with the global call for 
increased holistic views on development, the prevalent silo-approach (i.e. focusing on a single 
component such as health or environment) has been supplemented with and in some cases replaced 
by a such holistic, multi-sector and integrated approach to development in multilateral, bilateral and 
NGO-based development programmes and projects during the last couple of decades. It has received 
increased attention in scientific research (Bryant et al. 2009; Newman et al. 2014; and more), and the 
specific so-called Population, Health1 and Environment (PHE) approach has gained ground since the 
millennium (Yavinsky et al. 2015:3), an approach which is highly concordant with the wider SD 
agenda as the PHE approach puts great emphasis on simultaneously ensuring the access to 
agricultural/environmental improvements and SRHR in the context of SD. Seen through a CA lens, 
a clear link between the right to control your own reproductive life and the implications hereof for 
the future SD prospects is evident as the  
 “history of changing fertility preferences and the influences that have been effective in these 
 changes illustrate the role of reasoning and decisional power. The reach of reasoned and 
 interactive agency can indeed be remarkably extensive. It can be particularly crucial for our 
 transition to sustainability.” (Sen 2013 [2000]:18)  
                                                
1 Health is one of the widest terms available, and thus includes sexual and reproductive health – however, the field of 
interest of this research consists of SRHR in its entity, for which reason SRHR will replace the “H” in meaning, but for 
the purpose of readability the acronym PHE will however still be used, thus referring to Population, Sexual and 
reproductive health and rights, and Environment. 
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Being fairly new, there is a need for looking into the PHE approach as such, since “the disadvantages 
of the approach have received little attention in the literature. (…) No research aiming to compare the 
benefits of the approach to the disadvantages has been conducted (…).” (Honzak et al. 2012:3) But 
why is this holistic view on and endeavour to enhance people’s PHE freedoms in fact needed? 
 
1.2   Unequal	  and	  gendered	  access	  to	  sustainable	  development	  
The rapid population growth expanding with 5 billion people over the course of 80 years from 2 
billion in 1930 to 7.4 billion in 2016 is colossal in itself, but regional inequalities furthermore 
permeates these growth rates. As Asia will continue to make up the most populous region, the 
predicted highest rate of population growth will occur in developing countries in sub-Sahara Africa 
(UN DESA 2015:4) where there are high unmet needs for family planning methods, and where the 
total fertility rate (TFR, total number of children per woman) is 5.10 as compared to 1.75 children in 
high-income countries. (UN DESA, (mean number 2010-2015)) While population growth will 
“inevitably lead to a significant increase of greenhouse gas emissions” (Bryant et al. 2009:852) on a 
global scale, it is not so much the number of inhabitants, but rather the patterns of overproduction 
and overconsumption, which are largely 
“reserved” for people living in high-income 
countries, that causes climate changes and 
thus the increased risk of crossing the seven 
planetary boundaries (Rockstrom et al. 
2009, figure 1).  Meanwhile, the poorest 
and already most vulnerable 2.1 billion 
people mainly living in the global South 
(2012 figures, WB Web 2016) are the ones 
most severely affected by the crossing of 
the planetary boundaries, as “the world’s 
poorest are the most vulnerable to its 
[CCs] harmful effects (…). Together with the history of emissions accumulation and distribution, this 
points to an inverse relationship between climate change vulnerability and responsibility.” (Peeters 
et al. 2013:59)  
 
Figure	  1:	  Rockstrom	  et	  al	  2009:	  Figure	  6.”Estimate	  of	  quantitative	  evolution	  
of	  control	  variables	  for	  seven	  planetary	  boundaries	  from	  preindustrial	  levels	  
to	  the	  present.”	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Vulnerability to CC effects “prevent[s] the poor from escaping poverty” (WB 2015) and thus affects 
the livelihoods of people who cannot choose for themselves if, when and why they wish to reproduce, 
because while having more children than average does not necessarily pose a problem, it becomes 
problematic if reproduction is not voluntary: 
“Poverty compromises the potential of people to fully realise their SRR [sexual and 
reproductive rights] throughout their lives in many ways, such as inadequate food, under 
nutrition, anaemia, disease, low educational attainment, poor quality shelter, sexual abuse, 
intimate partner violence, and poor access to SRH services.” (ARROW 2014:9) 
Women in developing countries are the ones experiencing the most severe challenges in terms of 
achieving well-being and developmental freedom, as women from the least-developed countries 
make up the vast majority (approximately 99 %) of the dire statistics stating that approximately 225 
million women who wish to protect themselves from STIs and related disease (such as HIV) or avoid 
pregnancy has an unmet need for modern contraceptives or voluntary family planning (Singht et al. 
2014:11). As a result hereof, “an estimated 290,000 women worldwide die each year of causes related 
to pregnancy that could be prevented or better managed” (2014 figures). (ibid.:16)  
 
Non-voluntary population growth and unmet needs for SRHR has a direct negative impact on the 
natural environment partly due to higher population pressures demanding more natural resources, 
which often leads to unsustainable land management, while environmental and land degradation in 
return impacts people’s - especially small-scale farmers’ - developmental freedoms and livelihood 
opportunities, as they are highly dependent on their land. Without access to SRHR services, people 
are not free to choose the timing and spacing of their children (WHO 2010:4), which further strains 
their chances of ensuring food security for their family (Yavinsky et al. 2015).  
 
1.3   Research	  question	  	  
This thesis sets out to examine the needs for and implementational challenges with taking a rights-
based integrated PHE approach to development, as exemplified through a case study based on 
qualitative research conducted in two rural communities in the Nyanza region in western Kenya 
during the fall of 2015, and mainly analysed through the articulations and actions of the practitioners. 
This case is an NGO-led pilot project initiated by the Danish Family Planning Association (DFPA) 
in corporation with four implementing Kenyan organisations – one health organisation, two 
agriculture/environment organisations and one advocacy institution with expertise on PHE. In the 
context of SD, the case project integrates and focuses on 1) improvement of farmers’ crops and 
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agricultural practices while mitigating the effects of climate change, and 2) the sexual and 
reproductive health and rights of the farmers and their families.  
 
The main hypothesis of this thesis rests on the assumption that challenges arise when implementing 
a rights-based multi-sector, integrated PHE project due to the novelty and complex realm hereof. The 
errand of this thesis is not to evaluate or assess the specific case project. Rather, as	  inspired by the 
notions put forth by anthropologist David Mosse (2005), I will examine the	  complex	  relationship	  between	  the	  needs	   for	   integrated	  approaches,	   the	  rights-­‐‑based	  PHE	  approach	   itself,	  and	  the	  implications	   of	   implementing	   this	   in	   practice	   not	   by	   “ask[ing] whether, but rather how 
development works.” (Mosse 2005:2) 
 
Within an overall framework of sustainable development, informed by notions put forth by Amartya 
Sen and David Mosse, and exemplified through the case study in two rural communities in western 
Kenya, this thesis sets out to examine the needs for and implementational challenges with taking an 
integrated approach to development through the following research question:  
v   On the basis of which valuable capabilities is there a need for implementing a rights-based 
and integrated Population, Health and Environment (PHE) development project with a 
main focus on sexual and reproductive health and rights (SRHR), and how and why do 
challenges with implementing a such project arise?  
 
1.4   Structure	  of	  the	  thesis	  
Following the methodological and theoretical chapters in which the fieldwork, case project context 
and theoretical foundation for the following analyses are presented, four analytical steps will be taken; 
The first level will present and end up with a set of valuable PHE capabilities which are assumed to 
be sought enhanced through the implementation of a rights-base PHE project like the case project. 
The ways in which challenges with achieving these capabilities in a “local” context – exemplified 
through Kenya and the two project communities - will be analysed on the second level which 
constitutes the first subanalysis. Hereafter, the implementational challenges will be analysed and 
critically assessed on the third level, which comprises the second subanalysis. Lastly, I will broaden 
my view to the global political implications of using a rights-based approach to sustainable 
development and discuss if and why disconnects between policy (rights-based approach) and practice 
arise.   
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2   Methodology	  
In order to describe the process of choosing and creating the research design for a study, it is necessary 
to consider the underlying and applied inquiry strategies and specific research methods “as well as 
the research problem in the study [and] the personal experiences of the researcher (…).” (Creswell 
2009:xxii) The following chapter will reflect on these precepts and thus outline the experiences and 
contemplations leading to the chosen object of study, as well as the methodological tools employed 
in producing empirical data during the four-week fieldwork in Kenya.  	  
2.1   Case	  and	  data	  as	  an	  exemplified	  representation	  	  
Driven by the wish to explore and be able to exemplify the global PHE complexities in a local context, 
choosing to conduct an ethnographic empirical-based case study offers itself as a “method of 
learning” (Flyvbjerg 2006: 222) as opposed to a method of proving something, and it allows me to 
explore the implementation of a rights-based PHE project in depth (Creswell 2009:13), and thus to 
reach a more thorough insight into the needs for and implications of integrating PHE. 	  
2.1.1   A	  PHE	  project:	  Implementers	  and	  context	  
Two agriculture/environment organisations (organisation A and C), that have worked with 
agricultural support and trainings in sustainable agriculture land management (SALM), agro-
ecological and climate change smart methods as well as some socio-
economic components such as HIV-related services and microcredit 
schemes for small-scale farmer communities for many years, make up 
the agricultural and environmental component of the project. The 
health and SRHR component of the case project is represented by a 
nation-wide health organisation (organisation B) which manages 
clinics or dispensaries throughout Kenya. They provide general health services and perform health 
outreach activities, with a primary focus on SRHR. The last partner (organisation D) is differing from 
the others by being a regional programme that coordinates poverty alleviation and transnational 
sustainable development interventions in all five Lake Victoria basin countries (Kenya, Tanzania, 
Uganda, Rwanda and Burundi). This organisation is a frontrunner in political advocacy strategies in 
the East African Community and a leading actor in the development of PHE strategies and 
Organisations 
Organisation A Agriculture 
Organisation B Health 
Organisation C Agriculture 
Organisation D PHE Advocacy 
Table 1: Overview of organisations 
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interventions in East Africa in the capacity of which they are tending to the political advocacy-related 
component in the case project.  
 
The partnering organisations are implementing the PHE project in the Nyanza region2 due to the 
challenges faced on all three PHE components, as the region is defined as a so-called CC hotspot 
zone due to low CC resilience, high population growth, and water scarcity, among other factors 
(Mutunga et al, 2012:15), while at the same time 
facing detrimental SRHR-related problems with only 
64 % of the total demand for family planning met 
(KNBS 2010:96 (2009 figures)). While 
approximately 80 % of the Kenyan land areas are arid 
or semi-arid, western Kenya and thus the Nyanza 
region is largely made up of fertile and arable land 
(FAO 2015). The Nyanza region is among the most 
densely populated in the country (431 per square 
kilometre, 2010 figures (PRB 2011:5)), mainly due 
to favourable farming and fishing potential in effect 
of it being situated next to Lake Victoria, the second-
largest freshwater lake in the world. On a national 
level, out of a population of almost 45 million, 
around three in four Kenyans live in rural areas, and 
the latest figures from 2005 reveal that almost 50 % of the rural population live in poverty (IFAD 
Rural Poverty Portal). With approximately 70-75 % of the economically active population being 
employed in the agricultural sector mainly through small-holder farming, this sector makes up one of 
the most significant means of subsistence while also being a vital dependency source for Kenyan 
national economy by contributing with 30 % of the national gross domestic product.  (FAO 2015 
(2013 figures); UN DESA 2012:12) However, climate change is  
“already affecting Kenya’s agricultural sector and threatens to stifle its economic growth. The 
country faces frequent and intense droughts and floods, leading to food insecurity. As the 
                                                
2 Under the new 2010 Constitution, Kenya underwent a devolution which divided the former eight provinces and 46 
districts into 47 counties. Thus, Kisumu and Siaya counties, in which the case project operates, are situated in the 
former Nyanza province. However, many statistical reports (for instance KNBS 2015a) still refer to the former 
provinces but mainly as “regions” – thus, as will I where county data is not available. 
 
Picture 1. Map of Kenya. Source: Wikipedia 
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climate changes over the next century, agricultural production in Kenya is projected to decline 
while population grows.” (Mutunga et al. 2012:16) 
These changed conditions combined with a high population growth rate in Kenya of a steady 2.6 % 
per year (WB Data Website) leads to even higher population pressures in areas such as the Nyanza 
region, which in turn contributes to more intensive and thus unsustainable land management practices 
as well as smaller farm sizes (Pender et al. 2006:387). These effects further increases general 
livelihood insecurity through the works of food and income uncertainty in particular. Thus, integrated 
SD/SRHR efforts are highly needed in the two rural communities in Siaya and Kisumu counties in 
which the case project, which is a pilot project running from 2014-2016, is implemented.  	  
2.2   Doing	  fieldwork	  in	  Kenya	  
Upon contacting and meeting with the DFPA twice in the spring of 2015, they provided me with a 
range of project documents (Confidential documents) on their SD/SRHR project, which served as 
important background knowledge on the context, partners and objectives. Of great importance for my 
entry point to informants in Kenya, DFPA proved to be my gatekeeper (Creswell 2009:229) as the 
project officer kindly forwarded my introduction letter and established e-mail contact between me 
and the partnering organisations in Kenya. I subsequently proceeded with further communication and 
planning with the Kenyan partners on my own with the only agreement between DFPA and myself 
being to share the final findings upon ended thesis process.  
 
With e-mail correspondence proving to be challenging, only one interview was in place before 
leaving Copenhagen for Nairobi, and I thus gained access to the remainder of the informants partly 
by calling other practitioners by phone upon arrival, and partly via chain referral methods (Bernard 
2011:147) with informants referring me to their colleagues from the other partnering organisations. 
The first week of the fieldwork was spent in the buzzing capital Nairobi, and after adjusting a bit to 
the new surroundings and conducting the first two interviews with the Health PC and the World Bank 
advisor in Nairobi, I flew to Kisumu city. Here, I went on to conduct a total of five community visits 
in two rural communities in Kisumu and Siaya counties; ten additional semistructured, unstructured 
or informal interviews with practitioners from the implementing organisations as well as farmers; 
informal conversations with other practitioners; a questionnaire survey; a workshop; and last but not 
least observations during the community visits, especially of the ways in which the PHE project was 
talked about, understood and implemented by the practitioners during the course of the last three 
weeks (see table 2 and 3 for overview). 
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2.2.1   Situating	  the	  object	  of	  study:	  Of	  what	  is	  this	  a	  case?	  	  	  
In as much as the development components SRHR and environment and the implementation of a  
specific PHE project is of centrality to this case study, the objective is “(…) not to produce a project 
overview, a commentary on appropriate approaches or ‘best practice’, nor make an evaluation, or 
pass judgement” as I am not interested in “ask[ing] whether, but rather how development works” 
(Mosse 2005:2), and the question “[s]o, what is this a case of?” so simplistically yet complexly put 
forth by professor Christian Lund (2014:224) further incites me to consciously situate the object of 
study.  
 
In effect of the broad focus and set-up of the case project, it covers comprehensive socio-economic, 
agricultural and environmental indicators, as well as complex collaboration processes for the 
implementing organisations. Much in line with Lund’s ascertainment on the process of figuring out 
“of what this is a case”, the specific focus of this study was not pre-determined - on the contrary: 
“How and when does one know whether or of what a case is critical? How will one even 
know what it was about before it is studied? The honest answers are: “gradually”, “late”, 
one doesn’t”, and more generally, “with the help of others.” Some of the most important 
“others” often prove to be the informants, people in the area, the interlocutors. Their 
reactions to the questions, their counter examples, and their willingness to point out yet other 
people to meet (…).” (Lund 2014:227) 
The direction of a qualitative study like the present one is thus rarely determined beforehand, as it 
evolves and deepens concurrently with the people you meet, be they official informants or informal 
encounters. My initial intentions regarding the object of study comprised the “lived realities” of the 
community members in terms of their SRHR and environment-related circumstances and congruent 
challenges. Simultaneously with conducting interviews with the practitioners, I – and the people 
assisting me - therefore spent valuable time producing, distributing and having questionnaires orally 
translated into Swahili by the POs, who kindly invited and assisted me in all aspects of the community 
visits. The questionnaire survey was directed at the community members and provided a solid 
background understanding of the agricultural tendencies, reproductive patterns and much more, and 
thus offered a valuable contextual understanding of the needs for implementing an integrated project. 
However, the shortness of quantity aside (approximately 60 respondents), it was not until the end of 
my field visit I fully realised that the information obtainable from the questionnaires did not and 
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should not serve as my main object of study3. Rather, my focus shifted slowly concurrently with the 
practitioners’ articulations and my observations of the (dis)advantages and challenges of 
implementing a rights-based PHE project “on the ground”, which all became more and more 
pervasive with every community visit and interview made. This further advanced the selected 
objective of the study, which is thus to examine the needs for and implications of using an integrated 
PHE approach as (mainly) articulated by the practitioners and observed through the community visits. 	  
2.2.1.1   Informants	  
The empirical data that makes up the main part of the study builds on qualitative research based on 
ethnographic methods, which enables me to conduct an in-depth study (Yin 2012:6) of a small excerpt 
of the wide sustainable development realm by 
scrutinizing the reasons for and the ways in 
which practitioners implement a PHE project. 
The key informants are divided into three 
different groups; eight practitioners, two 
experts and three farmers:  
 
1) Eight practitioners consisting of 
employees from the organisations – the 
practitioners - in charge of implementing the 
project either in the field or behind the desk. 
They include three project officers (POs) who 
are conducting sensitisation and trainings in 
the communities (Agro PO 1, Agro PO 2 and 
Health PO); three project coordinators (PCs) 
who are in charge of the organisational 
collaboration, planning of the 
implementation and advocacy efforts (Health 
                                                
3 The information gathered in these questionnaires will not be presented in this study, but I choose to mention them for 
two reasons: 1) Much time, both mine and the practitioners’, was spent on these, but this does in no way mean that they 
were a waste of time as 2) they provided me with crucial information on the SRHR and agricultural/environmental 
circumstances for the farmers, while at the same time proving to be my ”way in” to the community meetings, trainings 
and thus observations.  
Interviews and informants 
Title  Organisation/ 
Type 
Abbreviation 
used 
Date 
(DD.MM.YY) 
Project Coordinator B (Health) Health PC 02.10.15 
Project Coordinator A (Agriculture) Agro PC 08.10.15 
Project Coordinator D (PHE 
Advocacy) 
PHE PC 20.10.15 
Project Officer C (Agriculture) Agro PO 1 07.10.15 
Project Officer A (Agriculture) Agro PO 2 08.10.15 and 
16.10.15 
Project Officer B (Health) Health PO 19.10.15 
Managing Director C (Agriculture) Agro MD 07.10.15 
CEO  C (Agriculture) Agro CEO 07.10.15 and 
14.10.15 
Advocacy Officer SRHR SRHR AO 23.03.16 
Advisor, 
Environmental and 
Social Sustainability 
World Bank WB Advisor 05.10.15 
Farmer  Male, 66 years, 
14 living 
children 
Farmer 1 07.10.15 
Farmer  Female, farmer 
and seamstress 
Farmer 2 07.10.15 
Farmer Female, 35 
years, 4 
children 
Farmer 3 08.10.15 
Tabel 2: Overview of interview and informants 
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PC, Agro PC and PHE PC); and finally two managerial employees from the agricultural organisation 
C, a managing director and a CEO (Agro MD and Agro CEO).  
2) Two experts in the areas of environmental/societal sustainability and SRHR respectively; a World 
Bank advisor (WD Advisor) who provided a general overview of the environmentally and socially 
vulnerable areas of Kenya, and an SRHR advocacy officer (SRHR AO) (conducted in Denmark) who 
provided insight into the policy related interventions regarding global political negotiations on SRHR 
in a sustainable development context. 
3) Three farmers, two females and one male (Farmers 1, 2 and 3). The POs assisted in translating 
the interviews, and the translated statements of the three farmers will be included where applicable, 
but not with the aim of evaluating the application of the specific integrated PHE project as such, or 
the effects it has had on the interviewed farmers – rather, the interviews and contiguous farm visits 
helped me gain a slight insight into the farming practices as well as into local perceptions of and need 
for integrating SRHR and agricultural circumstances. 	  
2.2.1.2   “Development	  is	  not	  the	  same	  for	  everybody”:	  Informal	  inspiration	  
Informal conversations with my host family in Kisumu and with the many domestic workers, taxi 
drivers and pikipiki (motorcycle taxi) drivers I came across in Nairobi, Kisumu city and in the 
villages, as well as unplanned and informal household visits during the community visits helped shape 
a growing, but never all-embracing, understanding of people’s socio-economic conditions and the 
specific SRHR and agricultural related implications. These proved to be not only highly inspirational 
but also highly important to the continued elaboration of my research areas. For instance, upon a brief 
informal talk about my research outline, a friend of my host family asked me the single most 
important yet simplistic question of my field research period in Kenya: “But what is development?” 
(Field notes, Kisumu city, 05.10.15) Being conscious of the historical, cultural and political notions 
underlying my positioning as a western researcher, I attempted to make my reply as thought-through 
and honest, but still as brief, as possible, realising that his reaction and reply could possibly provide 
a great deal of inspiration to my further fieldwork. His weighted contemplation was that I should be 
very conscious about the fact that “development” and “freedom” is perceived differently from one 
person to another, depending on their respective situations. He advised me to be aware - and make 
sure to communicate this awareness - of the fact that I was only looking into a small part of the 
community members’ lives when visiting, which proved to be a valuable reminder during the 
community visits. 
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2.2.2   Community	  visits,	  interviews	  and	  observations	  	  
I was advised beforehand by a mentor to encourage the interviewe es to give me a “grand tour” 
(Spradley 1979:87). Let me elaborate on this grand tour method; after a brief description of myself, 
my area of study and my intended aim with conducting this study (which informants have the right 
to know (ibid.:37), I asked the interviewees to introduce themselves and their role and work, letting 
them talk for up to ten minutes without me 
interrupting. This gave me valuable 
guidelines for the rest of the interview, and 
oftentimes resulted in them offering answers 
to questions I had thought to ask, thus paving 
the way for more in-depth dialogue and 
conversation. In a more concrete 
interpretation of the term “grand tour”, some 
practitioners invited me on physical “grand 
tours” of the areas they operate in in the two 
communities. For example, the agro MD 
guided me through the organisation’s 
premises and introduced me to their methods, 
including the growth of “improved” and more 
climate change resilient crops such as 
improved cassava and even “improved” 
chicken.  
The grand tours induced curious questions 
from me, and proud responses from the 
practitioners, and as such the grand tours of 
both kinds proved very useful in terms of 
“break[ing] the ice and get[ting] the interview 
flowing.” (Bernard 2011:163) As the research and the thesis in itself is created in my capacity as a 
master student and private researcher, and not as an affiliate of an organisation, I made sure to clarify 
my non-affiliation with any organisation or institution besides my university before conducting all 
interviews or questionnaire sessions, while also explaining my approach and intentions the best I 
Community visits and data production activities 
 Date  Org. Activities Practitioners 
1. 07.10.15 C Interview Agro MD Agro MD 
Agro CEO 
Agro PO 1 
Two 
additional 
employees 
Tour in the area, farming details 
Interview farmer 1 outside 
farmers house, including tour on 
large farm 
Interview farmer 2 in seamstress 
shop in town 
Informal conversations with and 
input from Agro CEO, Agro PO 
1 and two other employees 
during commute and interviews, 
as well as observations of their 
sensitisation techniques and 
realms of understanding in 
relation to the PHE approach 
during the two farmer interviews. 
2. 08.10.15 A Interview Agro PO 2 Agro PO 2 
Chauffeur  Observation: SRHR/SD 
community meeting 
Interview farmer 3 outside 
farmers house, including farming 
details and observations of PO’s 
statements 
Tag along on errand round, 
including quick visits to 3 
farms/households 
3.  14.07.15 C Household visit Agro PO 1 
Agro CEO 
Two 
additional 
employees 
Questionnaire session, 15 
respondents 
Observation: Savings/loan group 
meeting 
Questionnaire session, 6 
respondents 
4.  15.10.15 C Questionnaire session, 20 
respondents  
Agro PO 1 
One other 
employee  
Observation: Brief PHE 
sensitisation 
5.  16.10.15 A Combined questionnaire session, 
PHE training and workshop with 
25 respondents/participants 
Agro PO 2 
Informal interview Agro PO 2 
Tabel 3: Overview of community visits and data production activities 
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could - all of which eased my way into generally trustful relations with many of the interviewees, 
especially the two agro POs.  
 
I wounded up spending several long days with each of the two agro POs (three and two days, 
respectively), who took me on a total of five community visits during which informal interviews and 
conversations took place concurrently with the semi-structured interviews with the farmers as well 
as extensive observational studies. The farmer interviews, the tours in the areas, and the tag along on 
an errand round (community visit 2) were all conducted during the first two community visits. The 
activities performed during all the community visits provided crucial insight into the farming 
practices and socio-economic conditions of the farmers and families, and served as a valuable 
foundation for me to constantly evolve on and rethink the concurrent questionnaire sessions, informal 
conversations and interviews as well as the subsequent in-depth interviews. For instance, due to my 
object of study contemplations presented above, I changed tactics for the last community visit and 
thus supplemented the questionnaire session with the facilitation of a participatory workshop with 25 
local farmers in cooperation with the agro PO. Thus, besides the interviews conducted, general 
observations, mainly conducted during the five community visits, make up the very foundation of the 
study.   	  
2.2.2.1   Secondary	  data	  and	  triangulation	  
It is important to be attentive to the fact that the data and information gathered through the informant 
interviews and observations are “produced” through the realm of understanding of the single 
individual. Thus, triangulation of the information and data is crucial (Yin 2012:9). To this end, 
secondary data will be drawn on and made up of a range of sources:  global political agendas and 
reports mainly from United Nations (UN) institutions; scientific peer-reviewed articles from 
established international journals; data sets principally from the statistical databases of official 
institutions such as UN institutions and the World Bank (WB), while country and region specific data 
will be represented by data from the national statistical bureau of Kenya (KNBS) and the like; as well 
as public media sources, which will be included to as small an extent as possible were deemed 
relevant.  
Much of the case project material and reports provided by DFPA or the partnering organisations have 
either not been published officially, or has been shared with me in confidentiality. This material has 
served as an important source for initial knowledge and inspiration for the concept of study. However, 
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I have deliberately chosen not to include them or refer to them for two reasons. Firstly, some of the 
information in these documents and reports include budgetary and in-house data of personnel or 
stakeholders. Secondly, the errand of this thesis is not to evaluate or “judge” (Mosse 2005:2) the 
specific case project and the outcomes hereof. Hence, the mentioning of internal or project documents 
are not as such relevant. Although being very aware of the otherwise possible empirical shortfall of 
omitting this material, I argue and ensure the reader that this will not have a negative effect on the 
study since I set out to use the case and data as an exemplified representation of the needs for and 
challenges with the implementation of a rights-based PHE project.  	  
2.2.2.2   Anonymisation	  of	  informants	  and	  organisations	  
I have chosen not to report the names of the partnering organisations or to use any personal details of 
the informants - thus, all informants will be anonymised as much as possible for two reasons: Firstly, 
the sensitive nature of the thematic components of the study prompted conversations and discussions 
on contested issues such as abortion, homosexuality and corruption. In the capacity of this thesis 
being a critical analysis I have used all relevant information given to me, and as personal opinions 
definitely blended in with professional opinions during some of the interviews and conversations here 
reproduced, a non-anonymisation could or could not prompt difficulties for the informants – a risk I 
would rather avoid taking out of respect and gratitude to the people who have granted me their trust, 
valuable time and knowledge. Secondly, the errand of this study is not to evaluate (or judge) the 
project organisations, practitioners, methods used or results achieved in relation to the project 
community members, but rather to curiously and critically examine the PHE approach by way of 
exemplification.  	  
2.2.3   Techniques	  and	  challenges	  
In conducting the official interviews, I used semi-structured methods with all informants besides the 
agro CEO and the two agro POs with whom I conducted elaborate unstructured (Bernard 2011:157-
158) and informal interviews and conversations which – like the semi-structured interviews - were 
permissibly tape-recorded on the lengthy field expeditions. During the semi-structured interviews, I 
leaned on tailor-made open-ended written interview guides with similar but not identical questions 
for each informant. However, in the endeavour to not exercise control over the interview and 
informant (ibid.:158) I was not confined by the guides as I kept open to the conversation shifting and 
leading me and the interviewee in different directions – a technique also used in the informal 
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interviews. I found that these interview techniques incited the informants to open up and “express 
themselves in their own terms, and at their own pace” (ibid.:157). They created a space for 
“description[s] from the participant’s point of view” (Spradley 1979:iii), which thus allowed for more 
spontaneous questions and answers and more free conversation, while at the same time prompted the 
practitioners to open  up to especially their more critical contemplations.  
 
On the other hand, the semi-structured part of the approach was put to the test early on, as a 
combination of my yet untrained interview techniques and my first official interviewee’s tendency to 
eagerly (or nervously) speak without breaks somewhat kept me from establishing a natural flow in 
the conversation and thus from creating the safe, calm and trustful space I as interviewer should 
ensure (Gaskell 2000:45). Thus having learnt the valuable lesson of ensuring to pose the three to five 
most vital questions, I made an effort to be more aware of creating a flow and consciously try to gain 
what is known as “rapport” (Bernard 2011:277) with the interviewees, which means “more than just 
putting people at ease. It means convincing people that you are listening, that you understand and are 
interested in what they are talking about, and that they should continue talking” (Leech 2002:665), 
while at the same time gradually becoming confident enough to ‘interrupt’ and “cut people off without 
rancor” (Bernard 2011:165) when needed. I became more and more aware of and prone to learning 
from people – especially the POs during community visits, but also during the “grand tours” with 
other informants - rather than “collecting data” (Spradley 1979:4).  	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3   Theoretical	  foundation	  
While human development, justice and human freedom perspectives have been and are sub-
components in a range of theoretical, philosophical and ideological convictions, it was not until the 
emergence of the human development and capabilities approach (HDCA) paradigm during the 1990’s 
that human development was theorised as not only the means to an end (such as economic growth), 
but rather as the end it self (Streeten in Haq 1995:ix). As will be elucidated in this chapter, the process 
of development is defined as enhancement of human freedom and capability in a HDCA perspective, 
as put forth by Amartya Sen (Sen 2013 [2000]:11). The HDCA will be applied as the theoretical 
foundation for the first subanalysis revolving around the needs for implementing an integrated PHE 
project, while also informing the second subanalysis. Furthermore, in the endeavour to seek out the 
implications of implementing a such project, and to situate these in the wider sustainable development 
context as outlined in the introduction, the questioning of the possible disconnects between policy 
and practice, as inspired by David Mosse, will be included in the theoretical framework presented 
lastly in this section.  
 
3.1   The	  emergence	  of	  a	  holistic	  development	  paradigm	  
On the basis of a holistic conception of development, encompassed by the basic four key principles 
(1) equity, (2) sustainability, (3) productivity, and (4) empowerment (Haq 1995:21), the emergence 
of the Human Development Paradigm (HD) offered a different way of perceiving and – not least – 
assessing the state of the world. It paved the way towards a more elaborate understanding of global 
inequality and poverty as the four key principles of the HD paradigm are closely interconnected and 
all work towards the enablement of people’s political, social and cultural freedom as it “(…) would 
be immoral to sustain present levels of poverty. Development patterns that perpetuate today’s 
inequities are neither sustainable nor worth sustaining. Indeed, an unjust world is inherently 
unsustainable” (ibid.:41), contemplations which are still highly relevant.  
 
This holistic perception of sustainable human development was pioneered by the Pakistani-born 
international development theorist, economist and politician Mahbub ul-Haq (1934-1998), who, on 
the basis of the HD paradigm, led the establishment of the well-known annual Human Development 
Report (HDR) under the auspices of the United Nations Development Programme (UNDP) in 1990. 
Haq had chosen a range of advisors for the paramount work, among others the Indian-born welfare 
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economist and philosopher Amartya Kumar Sen (1933 - ) who strongly influenced the HD paradigm 
(Fukuda-Parr 2003:302-303), and who further developed his capability approach from a HD 
perspective. Sen was awarded the Nobel Prize in Economic Science in 1998 for his paramount and 
influential contributions to and research on fundamental problems in welfare economics. In particular, 
Sen is known for his elaborate notions on the interrelated political, social and economic conditions 
on which human well-being is dependent. These notions were initiated in his seminal work “On 
Economic Inequality” (1973) and were further developed through his early Tanner lecture delivered 
at Stanford University in 1979 under the title “Equality of What?” (1980), during which period the 
capabilities approach took form and was finally fully elaborated in his paramount theoretical work 
“Development as Freedom” (1999). 
 
3.2   Functionings,	  Capabilities	  and	  Agency	  
On the basis of the rational that if  “(…) freedom is what development advances, then there is a major 
argument for concentrating on that overarching objective, rather than merely on some of the means 
that, inter alia, play a prominent part in the process” (Sen 1999:3), a central argument of Sen’s 
framework is that the importance of economic growth to people’s development opportunities is not 
to be ignored, but that “(…) we must look well beyond it [as] [d]evelopment has to be more concerned 
with enhancing the lives we lead and the freedoms we enjoy.” (ibid.:14) A clear barrier to the 
enhancement of people’s lives is the existence of “unfreedoms”, meaning the structural deprivation 
of different forms of freedoms such as education, health care, employment and civil or political rights 
(ibid.:15).  
 
In order to seek out the needs for and challenges with an integrated PHE approach to development, 
we need a conceptual framework that enables the scrutiny of people’s opportunities to achieve 
wellbeing freedom. The three core concepts in the capability approach; functionings, capabilities and 
agency contributes to the offering of just that. Firstly, functionings “reflects the various things a 
person may value doing or being.” (Sen 1999:75) These are things (or activities or conditions) which 
a person finds valuable. They vary from very basic to complex things that essentially constitutes a 
person’s well-being and sense of satisfaction with the life one lives, for instance “(…) being healthy 
and well-nourished, being safe, being educated, having a good job, being able to visit loved ones.” 
(Deneulin & Shahani 2009:31) These functionings are closely related to the second concept; a 
person’s capability, which is defined not as the carrying out of ones functionings, but the actual 
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freedom to carrying them out, and a capability “(…) is thus a kind of freedom (…) to achieve various 
lifestyles.” (Sen 1999:75) Furthermore, Sen emphasises that the possibility to achieve the freedom to 
live the life you value is dependent on the agency - the actual ability - of the individual to take part 
in activities for their own benefit and, in a wider perspective highly relevant to the SD framework, 
for bringing about change in the world. (ibid.:18-19) What the notion of the three core concepts of 
functionings, capabilities and agency comes down to is the overriding pivotality of people’s 
opportunity to achive justice through the freedom of choice and enhancement of agency for any 
individual in all matters of life. However, the actual ability to achieve freedoms in various forms is 
highly dependent on the social, cultural and political systems within which we are placed, as I will 
elaborate on below. 
 
3.2.1   Freedoms	  
In the endeavour to achieve well-being, the so-called “unfreedoms” to which a person is subject need 
to be mitigated through the expansion of freedoms, or put in another way, “the removal of substantial 
unfreedoms (…) is constitutive of development.” (Sen 1999:xii) In Sen’s theoretical framework, this 
expansion of freedoms is viewed as both (1) the primary end (the “constitutive role” of freedom) and 
(2) the principal means (the “instrumental role” of freedom) of development. (ibid.:36)  Thus we end 
up with the definition of ‘development’, as seen through a CA lens, as “(…) the process of expanding 
human freedoms” while it is emphasised that “the assessment of development has to be informed by 
this consideration” (ibid.:36), which will be a guiding principle in the analyses. But how is the 
overarching objective that is expansion of freedom achieved?  
 
The capability approach operates with so-called “instrumental freedoms” within the scope of which 
the functionings and capabilities operate. They concern “the different kinds of rights, opportunities, 
and entitlements [that] contribute to development since development itself can be seen as a process 
of enlargement of human freedom in general.” (ibid.:37) Besides the fulfilment of basic needs and 
what Sen calls a “very elementary freedom: the ability to survive rather than succumb to premature 
mortality” (ibid.:24), the following five basic instrumental freedoms are influenced by and have 
influence on the institutional arrangements that surround a person’s opportunities (ibid.:5), and they 
are thus all instrumental in the advancement of a person’s general capabilities:  
(1)  Political freedoms encompasses people’s opportunities to elect freely and democratically 
who should govern a nation. It is accentuated that in “(…) examining the role of human rights 
 25 
in development, we have to take note of the constitutive as well as the instrumental importance 
of civil rights and political freedoms.” (ibid.:17, 38) 
(2)  Economic facilities refers to people’s opportunities to “(…) enjoy and utilize economic 
resources for the purpose of consumption, or production, or exchange.” (ibid.:39)  
(3)  Social opportunities are crucial for the individual’s private life as well as her opportunities 
to enjoy other freedoms such as participating in political and economic activities, as this 
instrumental freedom refers to “(…) the arrangements that society make for education, health 
care and so on, which influence the individual’s substantive freedom to live a better life.” 
(ibid.:39) 
(4)  Transparency guarantees rests on the basic assumption that a society works on basic 
presumptions of trust, and thus revolves around “(…) the need for openness that people can 
expect: the freedom to deal with one another under guarantees of disclosure and lucidity (…) 
[and] [t]hese guarantees have a clear instrumental role in preventing corruption, financial 
irresponsibility and underhand dealings.” (ibid.:39-40) 
(5)  Protective security encompasses the provision of social safety nets in terms of emergency 
prevention, unemployment benefits or statutory supplements for the people most in need 
(ibid.:40). 
There are mutually reinforcing and empirical interconnections between these instrumental freedoms, 
and the “(…) effectiveness of a freedom as an instrument lies in the fact that different kinds of 
freedom interrelate with one another, and freedom of one type may greatly help in advancing freedom 
of other types.” (ibid.:37)  
 
The capabilities approach is not a theory as such, but is rather to be seen as a framework for analysis 
of development programmes, policies or projects (Robeyns 2006). It is however a framework that is 
far from fixed as it does not offer or generate any specific and distinctive models, methodologies or 
guidelines, mainly due to the multidimensionality of the approach. Sen has himself acknowledged 
that “[t]he extensive coverage of freedoms is sometimes seen as a problem in getting an “operational” 
approach to development that is freedom-centered (sic) (…)”, while however adding that he finds 
that “this pessimism is ill-founded ” (Sen 1999:24), as he showcases different ways of “using this 
freedom-based perspective (…), resisting in particular the idea that the use must take an all-or-none 
form.” (ibid:86) In connection to my study, the multidimensionality is seen as an advantage, much in 
line with development economist Sabina Alkire who finds that  
“(…) one of the important strengths of the capability approach is that researchers can employ 
plural techniques, selecting those most relevant for each context. What the capability 
approach offers, fundamentally, is a framework with respect to which various 
multidimensional poverty research and policy questions can be analysed, and the multiple 
deprivations which so many suffer can be reduced.” (Alkire 2008a:2-3) 
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Due to the interconnected nature of the CA and the PHE approach alike, all five instrumental 
freedoms assert themselves in a PHE context, while the social opportunities such as health-related 
freedom are of particular centrality, and will be the main focal point in the analysis, in light of the 
SRHR component. Additionally, as an analytical tool in terms of the gender-biased development 
opportunities which are evident in many developing countries, the HDCA offers an analytical 
approach to viewing gender inequality in more elaborate forms than other more income-growth 
oriented approaches, as women’s “(…) ‘‘poverty’’ in the human development approach goes beyond 
the lack of income to deprivation in capabilities, such as lack of education, health, and the channels 
to participate in economic life and in decision-making (…).” (Fukuda-Parr 2003:314) When women 
are marginalised and do not have access to the same instrumental freedoms as men, gender becomes 
a determinant factor in unsustainable development. Unsustainable development is to a high extent 
correlated with inequity, but how is SD feasible for scrutiny through a HDCA, when SD is not as 
such conceptualised herein? 
 
3.3   Capability	  approach	  to	  Sustainable	  Human	  Development	  
A wide range of researchers have stressed the problematic aspect of the somewhat neglectful 
recognition and inclusion of sustainable development and especially the climate and environment 
components in the CA in general4 (Holland 2008; Schlosberg 2012, Peeters et al. 2013, Lessmann & 
Rauschmayer 2013, Crabtree 2013 and more). However, in specific recognition and continuation of 
the Brundtland definition of SD, Sen (although presented later than the release of Development as 
Freedom) situates the capability approach within the SD scheme by proclaiming that in a “(…) 
freedom-oriented modification, we can see ‘sustainable development’ as development that prompts 
the capabilities of present people without compromising capabilities of future generations.” (Sen 
2013 [2000]:11) In line with seeing SD through a CA lens, it has been proposed to adopt a  
”(…) broad capabilities approach, encompassing recognition, [which] would begin to 
address what exactly is needed - in terms of environmental, sociocultural, and developmental 
                                                
4 As a critical response to Sen’s deliberate omission of the creation of a specific list of capabilities, Martha Nussbaum, 
who writes from a feminist point of view, has developed a (albeit non-exhaustive) list of ten capabilities, which she 
calls “central human functional capabilities” (Nussbaum 2000:78). Although sexual and reproductive health is 
specifically included herein, and even though the natural environment is mentioned as being of central importance, 
Nussbaum herself notes that the environmental component was too encompassing and difficult for her to include 
sufficiently (ibid.), which is criticised by some (i.e. Holland 2008:320-21). Furthermore, her somewhat fixed 
capabilities list poses significant barriers to one of the most important aspect of a research; being informed by the 
involved parties as to what is valued in practice and what should be valued in a policy. For all of these reasons, I have 
deselected Nussbaum as a theoretical foundation in this study.  
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conditions - to survive, function, and develop in a climate-changing world.” (Schlosberg 
2012:457) 
Hence, in light of the multidimensionality and the holistic foundation of the CA, combined with the 
openness to include climate and environment in a HDCA, it is thought-provoking that “(…) one of 
the leading and most influential approaches to development, the capability approach, has been almost 
absent from the sustainability debate”, as Andrew Crabtree, philosopher and professor in 
development studies with particular expertise within the CA, notes (Crabtree 2013:40). Hence, the 
CA is highly relevant as a theoretical framework for this study, as it enables me to scrutinise the 
structural, social and political unfreedoms in relation to PHE components in a SD context.  
 
Hereby established that it is indeed feasible to operate with the capabilities approach in the context 
of SD and PHE, it is time to turn to the actual operationalization of the theoretical framework, and 
the following section will thus offer an analytical framework that will guide the forthcoming analysis 
and discussion. 
 
3.4   Analytical	  framework	  
To the best of my knowledge, there are no examples of or concrete guidelines laid out for conducting 
a capability analysis of challenges that arise with rights-based integrated approaches to development 
in the nexus between policy and practice. There is however, as is evident in this chapter, a range of 
scholars who have further developed and applied the HDCA in different ways and settings. I will find 
inspiration in, but not abide by, the CA contemplations of several scholars including Alkire and her 
proposed application of a CA, and combine this with Mosse’s key questions in regards to 
development policy and practice, in order to create an appropriate analytical framework for this thesis.  
 
3.4.1   Approach	  of	  analysis	  
In examining the how’s and the why’s of using a rights-based integrated PHE approach, I am informed 
by Mosse who calls in question the disconnects that may arise between “the things” that make for 
“good policy” and the things that make good policy implementable in practice (2009:2). In this study, 
I will define “the things” that are thought to “make for good policy” as the rights-based PHE 
approach, based on the fact that all of the global policy agreements mentioned in the introduction as 
well as the PHE case project takes a rights-based approach to SD. Thus, I am not examining a policy 
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as such, but rather the approach to policy, which is much in line with the following description of the 
broad range of the CA, which:  
“(…) can be used to empirically assess aspects of an individual’s or a group’s well-being, 
such as inequality or poverty. It can also be used (…) as a framework to develop and evaluate 
policies, (…) [e.g.] development policies by governments and non-governmental 
organisations in developing countries. The capability approach is not a theory that can 
explain poverty, inequality or well-being; instead, it provides concepts and a framework that 
can help to conceptualize and evaluate these phenomena.” (Robeyns 2006:352-353) 
In line with this application suggestions, Alkire offers two guiding ways of applying the CA. The first 
is constituted through an evaluative framework, where the objective is to compare and fully assess 
programmes and policies in terms of their effects on people’s capabilities, in which the “primary 
evaluative focus is whether capabilities have expanded, rather than how and why such expansion 
occurred” (Alkire 2008b:32). However, the errand of this thesis is not to evaluate the integrated 
approach as such, or whether the particular case project has expanded people’s freedoms or not, which 
would demand a study based on quantitative methods. Rather, the objective is to analytically 
investigate 1) the needs for a rights-based PHE integration, 2) the ways in which implementational 
challenges with the integration arise, as well as 3) the possible reasons why these challenges arise. 
This is rendered possible by way of Alkire’s second and, to the errand of this thesis, more relevant 
application suggestion, the prospective application. Contrary to the evaluative application of the CA, 
the prospective application opens up for precisely my three analytical questions mentioned above. 
The prospective application is a: 
“(…) working set of the policies, activities, and recommendations that are considered, at any 
given time, most likely to generate considerable capability expansion – together with the 
processes by which these policies/activities/recommendations are generated and the contexts 
in which they will be more likely to deliver these benefits.” (Alkire 2008b: 30) 
This application approach thus allows for analysis on three different levels; 1) capability expanding 
policies/activities (which I will define as “the rights-based PHE approach”), 2) the context in which 
the integration is supposed to deliver capability expansion (the case context), and 3) the process by 
which the integration is implemented (implementation process). 
 
With Sen’s conceptual framework as a foundation, and by intermingling Mosse’s fundamental 
questions with specific operationalization guidelines as presented in Alkire’s notions on ‘prospective 
application’ of the capabilities approach, the analysis will be guided by the following four sets of 
analytical questions: 
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•   Level 1: Rights-based PHE approach  
Which valuable capabilities should a rights-based PHE project seek to promote? 
•   Level 2: Case context  
On the basis of which challenges with achieving the valuable rights-based PHE capabilities 
is the integration implemented? 
•   Level 3: Implementation process  
How and why do challenges with implementing a rights-based PHE approach in practise 
arise? 
•   Level 4: Policy and practice 
Is the rights-based PHE approach, which supposedly makes for good policy, different from 
what makes the sustainable development agenda and PHE projects implementable in practice?   
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4   Rights-­‐based	  PHE	  approach:	  Valuable	  PHE	  capabilities	  	  
As a prerequisite for conducting an analysis of the needs for and challenges with integrating SRHR 
and sustainable environmental management, the PHE functionings and capabilities that should be 
sought enabled through the implementation of a rights-based PHE project will be deduced in the 
following section. 
 
4.1   Environment	  and	  agriculture	  component	  
In terms of the environment and agricultural component, a PHE approach aims at improving food 
security, mitigating environmental disasters and alleviating poverty through and for improved 
agricultural conditions for small-scale or home-garden farmers. (De Souza 2009:325) This can be 
done through different sustainable agriculture, land management and agroforestry methods, which 
”are dynamic, ecologically based, natural resource management systems that diversify and sustain 
production in order to increase social, economic and environmental benefits for land users at all 
scales.” (FAO Website) Gender roles in rural Kenyan societies are inevitably highly diverse, 
depending on tribal connections, culture, demographic composition and societal conditions but in 
general, “forestry and agroforestry is not gender-neutral” (FAO 2013:14), as men are traditionally 
expected to be the main provider of his family, while the responsibilities of the women are 
traditionally made up of un-paid work, child-bearing and child-raring, cooking and additional chores 
related to the household, as well as collection of natural resources such as wood for fuel or water 
(Alber 2009:149-150), all the while many women still work in the fields but mainly with food-crops 
and not cash-crops (Kassie et al 2013:154). Furthermore, with climate change effects, the typical 
responsibilities of the women are likely to become more time-consuming, e.g. due to water scarcity 
and thus longer walks for collecting water, which will in effect influence any potential educational, 
income-generating and social activities of the women (Alber 2009:150). 
 
Traditional gender division of access to land and farming opportunities are prevalent in the case 
project region where, “in the Luo and Luhya communities in western Kenya, women have the right 
to collect and use fruits but are restricted from harvesting high-­‐‑value timber trees”, while other trees 
such as the “Sesbania Sesban, which is good for fuelwood and soil fertility improvement, is 
considered a women’s tree, and therefore women have the right to plant, manage and use it as they 
please.” (FAO 2013:4) This omission from cash-crop production tends to limit women's opportunities 
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to sell produce themselves and thus earn money for their own or for family-related utilisation, which 
is sought addressed through a PHE approach as well (Yavinsky et al. 2015:18). Environment and 
agricultural related functionings thus include to:  
•   Be food secure 
•   Be well-nourished 
•   Conserve the environment through sustainable land management, non-depletion of resources, 
and thus prevention of soil erosion and other damage to land and crops caused by droughts 
and floods 
•   Have rightful access to land and property across genders 
•   Be able to plant, grow, harvest and sell/buy produce. 
 
 
4.2   What	  is	  “Sexual	  and	  Reproductive	  Health	  and	  Rights”?	  
Turning to the health component in the PHE approach, it encompasses rights-based access to a wide 
range of disease-control services and basic health care, but in many PHE projects, including this case 
project, it is especially the rightful access to sexual and reproductive health services and information 
that are of centrality. SRHR constitutes a common term used for four different but intertwining 
components: Sexual Health (SH), Reproductive Health (RH), Sexual Rights (SR) and Reproductive 
Rights (RR). Inherent in these are a multitude of factors that all revolve around having the freedom 
to be in control of one’s own body, and thus around sexual and reproductive health and well-being 
through the freedom to decide for oneself if, when and with who to engage in sexual relations or 
reproduce, based on informed choices and free from discrimination and coercion (WHO 2006). 
Sexual health encompasses, among other factors, the  
•   enablement of freedom to define your own sexual orientation and gender identity as well as  
•   the protection against unintended pregnancies, unsafe abortion and STIs including HIV 
(WHO 2010:6).  
An unsafe abortion is defined as a procedure that is meant to terminate an unintended or unwanted 
pregnancy, and which is performed either by persons lacking the practical skills or in non-suitable 
environments, or both (ibid.:10) With the high unmet needs for contraception, and with pregnancy 
and childbirth complications being the second largest cause of death among teenagers globally 
(UNFPA 2014:8), there is a strong case for assessing and addressing lack of access to SRHR services, 
information and care as well as related social instrumental freedoms. Whether men and women can 
achieve sexual and reproductive health depends on their general structural freedoms such social 
opportunities, access to economic facilities and political freedoms, all of which are closely 
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interconnected with the access to reproductive and sexual rights, and thus the flowing SRHR-related 
PHE functionings:  
•   Life, liberty, autonomy and security of the person 
•   Enjoy equality and non-discrimination 
•   Be free from torture or to cruel, inhumane or degrading treatment or punishment 
•   Have privacy 
•   Achieve the highest attainable standard of health (including sexual health) and social security  
•   Marry and to found a family and enter into marriage with the free and full consent of the 
intending spouses, and to equality in and at the dissolution of marriage 
•   Decide the number and spacing of one's children 
•   Have access to information, as well as education 
•   Have freedom of opinion and expression, and 
•   Have access to an effective remedy for violations of fundamental rights. (WHO 2010:4) 
 
 
Even though the full SRHR term is used in a range of contexts and mentioned in NGO strategies and 
some bilateral policy agreements, it is made very clear that the definition of sexual rights presented 
in WHO’s framework for developing sexual health programmes (WHO 2010) are to be considered 
only as a contribution to the ongoing discussion on sexual health, and thus does not “represent an 
official WHO position” (ibid.:4 (mentioned in footnote in the WHO publication)). 
 
4.3   Valuable	  PHE	  capabilities	  
The enhancement of people’s valuable choices is an essential prerequisite if sustainable development 
is to be assured, and “(…) freedom may have a role both in the specification of the ends of 
sustainability and in the identification of the means for achieving this. It operates through values as 
well as institutions.” (Sen 2013 [2000]:18), In the context of the case project, the fact that the “key 
objective of PHE efforts [is] to simultaneously help communities manage natural resources in ways 
that improve health and livelihoods, conserve the critical ecosystems on which they depend, and 
improve access to family planning and other health services” (De Souza 2009:323) establishes how 
the ends and the means of using a PHE approach are concordant.  
The abovementioned agricultural/environmental and SRHR-related capabilities form the valuable 
choices which should be promoted by rights-based PHE development projects and sustainable 
development policies. In summary, I have deduced the following set of PHE capabilities which 
include the freedom to:  
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 Valuable PHE capabilities 
A Have equal opportunities across gender to own property and land, and to grow, produce, sell and buy food, or engage in other income-generating activities. 
B Be able to preserve the natural environment for present and future generations. 
C Be food secure and sufficiently well-nourished. 
D Have access to sufficient and quality education, including sexuality education. 
E Be able to avoid premature mortality. 
F Have access to basic health care, including sexual and reproductive services and health care, hereunder access to contraceptives and legal and safe abortion. 
G Have the freedom to choose for yourself if, when and with who you wish have sexual relations with, have children with or marry. 
H Be free from discrimination on the basis of gender, sex, race, ethnicity or the like. 
I Have freedom of expression and opinion. 
Table 4: Valuable PHE capabilities 
 
4.4   Supposed	  challenges	  
The objective of the case project includes the empowerment of vulnerable communities, and 
especially, but not only, women, to plan for their reproductive life, to achieve improved opportunities 
to provide for their family’s basic needs including through improved food security, and to enable 
them to build socio-economic resilience to CC effects, in line with the PHE capabilities deduced 
above. In a wider context, these PHE capabilities are thought to be enabled through the 
implementation of a PHE project, and are thus consistent with a set of eight (non-exhaustive, but 
representative) widely accepted general intended benefits of taking a PHE approach as recited by 
Yavinsky et al. (2015:3), and directly, although in another order, reproduced under the “benefits” 
section in table 5 below. The section next the to the overview of benefits is composed of the equivalent 
challenges that can be interpreted as the underlying needs for implementing integrated rather than 
single-sector projects, as derived by myself.  
Challenge 
Indicator # Intended benefits of PHE implementation 
Supposed PHE challenges (orange) and 
implementational challenges (green) 
1 Improvements in environment indicators beyond achievements possible in single-sector projects.  
Poor environmental preservation indicators in the area, 
which demands simultaneous environmental and socio-
economic interventions 
2 
Increased access to and use of contraceptives by 
integrating family planning into non-health sector 
development projects.  
Lack of access to and use of contraceptives and family 
planning (that is SRHR) 
3 Improved health outcomes, especially in very remote underserved areas.  
Health conditions of people living in remote 
underserved areas are especially deficient 
4 
Greater buy in from communities and more rapid 
mobilization of community efforts, leading to quicker 
short-term results in the first one to two years of 
projects.  
Difficult to establish support from communities 
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5 
Greater involvement in natural resource management 
activities due to the incorporation of health, livelihood, 
and micro-credit components.  
Low involvement rate in natural resource management 
activities due to the non-integrated approach 
6 Increased access to and involvement of males in family planning and reproductive health.  
Lack of access to and involvement of males in family 
planning and reproductive health 
7 
Increased access to and involvement of females in 
conservation and natural resource management 
activities.  
Lack of access to and involvement of females in 
conservation and natural resource management 
8 Time and cost savings both for implementers and communities. (Yavinsky et al 2015:3, all of the above) 
Time-consuming and cost ineffective for implementers 
and communities to use singular approaches 
Table 5: Supposed PHE challenges and implementational challenge indicators 
 
While all of these challenges are intertwined and inform and affect each other, they can roughly be 
applied under the context level (indicators 1-3, orange) and the process level (indicators 4-8, green) 
in line with the analytical framework deduced in the previous chapter. As such, I will distinguish 
between these two levels in the forthcoming two sub-analyses: 1) based on my observations and the 
articulations made by the farmers and practitioners, and supplemented with substantial secondary 
data, the contextual PHE challenges (context level) prevalent in Kenya in general and the case region 
in particular will be examined and critically analysed with an eye out for the deduced PHE capabilities 
above. And 2) the implementational challenges (process level), meaning the difficulties with utilising 
the rights-based PHE approach in the implementation of a PHE project in itself, will be sought 
analysed in the second subanalysis based largely on the practitioners’ articulations and critically 
analysed through the use of secondary literature. 
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5   The	  needs	  for	  an	  integrated	  PHE	  approach	  
As established in the theoretical framework, an assessment of any sort of development has to be 
informed by “the process of expanding human freedoms.” (Sen 1999:36) This first sub-analysis will 
consist of an assessment of the needs for and challenges with expanding these freedoms, and thus a 
contextual analysis of the challenges to achieving PHE capabilities faced by the people for whom 
the practitioners are implementing the case project.  
 
5.1   Environment,	  land	  rights,	  livelihood	  opportunities	  and	  distrust	  
The sustainable livelihoods of rural small-scale farmers like the community members I met during 
the field visit are dependent on their rights and access to land, the condition of the surrounding natural 
environment and soil, combined with their access to social opportunities and other socio-economic 
capabilities. The fulfilment of valued livelihood functionings and achievement of PHE capabilities 
such as food security and access to land are highly dependent on structural and political freedoms and 
opportunities, but which challenges are faced in this respect in the case region? 
 
5.1.1   Agriculture	  dependency	  and	  food	  insecurity	  
The level of food security depends on the realisation of the four main 
dimensions 1) physical availability, 2) economic and physical 
access, 3) food utilisation which determines the nutritional status, 
and 4) stability of the first three factors over time (FAO 2008:1). 
As figure 2 demonstrates, food security is central to a person’s 
general well-being, and is highly dependent on while also 
determining for economic freedom, health condition and level of 
productivity between all of which there are clear causal relations.  
Visiting farmer 3’s two and a half acres farm which was bursting with healthy crops, fruit trees and 
regular trees and several farm animals, it was clear that her and her husband’s agroforestry methods 
paid off to the extent where she produced “too much for her consumption, so she sells the excess”, as 
translated by the agro PO. Their food storage hut was more than half-full with sorghum, and adding 
to this a storage of maize as well as other vegetables, the household expected to be food secure until 
“the next harvest period.” However, when I asked her if she had any questions for me towards the 
end of the interview, while posing a question in Swahili which the PO translated, her smiley facial 
expression turned serious and somewhat worried, as “her concern is that most of the times we 
Figure 2: Interrelated socio-economic 
relations (source: FAO 2008:3) 
 36 
experience droughts, which at times results in crop failure and inadequate food in the families. So she 
is wondering if the same happens in your country – do you have periods when you do not have enough 
food for the families?” Although perceiving herself and her family as food secure, this worry of 
probable negative weather impacts on their possibility to secure themselves seemed to be perpetual, 
clearly indicating the non-realisation of the fourth and overarching food security dimension, and 
reflecting the difficulties with achieving PHE capability C).   
 
5.1.1.1   “If	  we	  had	  the	  right	  leaders,	  we	  could	  be	  free	  from	  poverty”	  
Food security is directly dependent on the small-scale farmers’ access to housing and land as well as 
the condition of this land. Land tenure is however highly problematic in Kenya, mainly due to ethnic 
and tribal rivalry. Little has been said about the fundamental reasons for the post-27007 election 
unrest which lead to 1500 casualties, but it is suggested that conflicts over land was one of the root 
causes hereof (Kanyinga 2009). Furthermore, structural barriers to land and tenure rights in the form 
of public administration corruption seemingly permeates the chances of agricultural, housing and 
land tenure related livelihood opportunities being realisable, as certain ethnic groups or people from 
the highest wealth quintiles have better opportunities to gain access to land and property as “Kenya’s 
Ministry of Lands [now Ministry of Land, Housing & Urban Development] is the fourth most corrupt 
public administration body in the entire country.” (2011 figures) (TI 2011b:3)  
 
Corruption was mentioned during several of the interviews, without me enquiring on this, and the 
agro CEO clearly emphasised the impact of corruption on people’s livelihood opportunities by stating 
that “[i]f we had the right leaders, we could be free from poverty.” According to the most recent 
rankings (2015 figures), Kenya is clearly one of the most corrupt countries in the world – out of 167 
countries assessed, Kenya came in as 137 (shared with four other countries) with rank 1 being the 
least corrupt (TI 2015). In addition to the abovementioned land and property difficulties which affect 
people’s agricultural PHE capabilities and thus their economic freedom, one of the local drivers of 
environmental degradation is to be found in unprecedented high rates of unsustainable and 
uncontrolled logging in which, according to Transparency International (TI), corruption is allegedly 
also playing a crucial part in the livelihood threats succeeding the massive forest depletion, as 
”[w]eak governance has made it difficult to address deforestation in terms of the irregular 
issuance of logging licences, bribery to forgo arrests or prosecution following forestry 
offences, and the illegal parcelling out of land by officials to repay or gain political favours.” 
(TI 2011a:281) 
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Hence, as the already complex and insecure land tenure system of Kenya (UN Habitat 2014) is 
worsened by corrupt institutions selling off land to the highest bidders, the foundation of farmers’ 
livelihood is threatened by the PHE capability B) and challenge indicator #1-connected lack of 
response to and protection against environmental degradation and general effects of climate change, 
which is partly induced by a warped system and corrupt politicians and officials. These serious 
corruption patterns signify a clear violation of the transparency guarantees on which a society’s basic 
trust towards each other and the institutions of power rests, since people “deal with one another on 
the basis of some presumption of what they are being offered and what they can expect to get. (…) 
When that trust is seriously violated, the lives of people (…) may be adversely affected by the lack 
of openness.” (Sen 1999:39-40)  
 
5.1.2   Gendered	  access	  to	  land	  and	  economic	  capital	  
The abovementioned mechanisms carry with them complex historical, cultural and political 
inequality implications, but added to these inequities comes the issue of gender inequality as the 
“ownership of land and capital in the developing countries has tended to be very heavily biased in 
favor (sic) of the male members of the family.” (Sen 1999:191)  
 
In Kenya, despite a large part of the rural Kenyan households being female-led due to inter alia male 
urban work migration (Kassie et al. 2013:153), as little as 1 % of land titles were owned by Kenyan 
women themselves, and 5 % by women jointly with men in 20075, according to the women’s rights 
organisation Federation of Women Lawyers Kenya (FIDA Kenya 2009:10). Strong male-dominant 
customs in terms of land and property ownership as well as economic means and possible crop yield 
are articulated as the main reason for this deprivation by one of the practitioners: 
“In case of a challenge, maybe if the man passes on, [and] if the lady does not have the title 
[the right to own the land], it can be taken from her even by the in-laws. And if she plants a 
cash-crop, it is going to likely not come in her name – it is going to go to a man whose name 
will be on the title. And this may be someone who will take the money and disappear with 
it.“ (Agro MD) 
The agro CEO echoes this by saying that “there is a tendency in African communities where the 
women are so dependant on the men”, and the deep dependency on the males displayed here 
exemplifies some of the unfreedoms that women are faced with in terms of land and property rights: 
                                                
5 It has not been possible to seek out more recent numbers, and they are likely to have improved since 2007, not least in 
effect of the 2010 Constitution allowing women to own land and proporty. However, even with improvements, the 
percentage of privately female or shared ownership is most likely still very low. 
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“Lack of access to land and the fear of eviction epitomize a pervasive exclusion of poor people from 
mainstream social, economic and civic opportunities, especially women.” (UN Habitat 2014:iii) 
Thus, one of the substantial challenges to ensuring equal opportunities between men and women is 
the question of land and property tenure, demonstrating the prevalence of unfreedoms related to PHE 
challenge #7 and the interconnected PHE capability A). Although Kenyan women did in some cases 
own land previously, they were just recently legally granted the right to own property and land in 
effect of article 40.1 of the new 2010 constitution, in which it says, that “(…) every person has the 
right, either individually or in association with others, to acquire and own property” (KNCL 2010:29, 
my emphasis). The Constitution directly addresses and acknowledges the gender imbalance by 
prompting the “(…) elimination of gender discrimination in law, customs and practices related to 
land and property.” (Ibid., article 60(1(f)) In terms of the case project, the implementing 
organisations’ seek to address the gender-biased development opportunities, which has reportedly 
increased the community members’ understanding of  
“(…) issues of access and control, and through what we call “gender-reflection” the 
communities are seeing that land is owned by men, but it is women who work on the ground. 
(…) So people are now more and more discussing land access and control issues together, 
and looking at the issues of control of resources together.“ (Agro MD)  
In line with the development as freedom approach, the institutional and policy-related improvements 
that are detected in the new Kenyan Constitution play an important instrumental role for more open 
discussions on and the enhancement of (especially women’s) land rights and thus economic and social 
freedoms. However, uptake on shifts in gender-biased cultural practices and male-dominant traditions 
takes time. According to agro PO 2, the novel nature of this constitutional resolution taken into 
consideration, changes and improved land tenure circumstances for women are fairly welcomed in 
the project communities, but are expected to have a slow uptake:  
“But I am telling you, some women will acquire land using their own resources, and still 
register it in the name of the husband, (…) because there is that old perception that women 
are not allowed to own land. (…) So it is picking up, but it is not at the level, where we 
expect it to be.”  
Additionally, the freedom to own land is not a stand-alone PHE capability, as the male-dominant 
traditions are evident in relation to other instrumental freedoms that need to be tended to 
simultaneously. As mentioned in the “Rights-based PHE approach” section, oftentimes women living 
in a male-dominated or traditional belief-based society do not have equal access to income-generating 
activities, and are thus completely reliant on the husband or male relatives who earns and controls the 
financial in- and outputs of the family. According to the CA, a such “(…) antifemale bias seems to 
 39 
be influenced by the social standing and economic power of women in general. Men’s relative 
dominance connects with a number of factors, including the position of being the “breadwinner” 
whose economic power commands respect even within the family.” (Sen 1999:194) 
 
In summary, food insecurity, unsustainable agricultural and environmental management, gendered 
access to land and economic opportunities and public administrative corruption are deeply 
intertwined and entrenched in Kenya. Challenge indicators #1 and the congruent unfreedom to 
achieve PHE capabilities B) and C) have been detected as barriers to sustainable livelihoods with 
specific implications for women due to the prevalence of challenge indicator #7 and the congruent 
unfreedoms to achieve PHE capability A). But how are these challenges and unfreedoms related to 
the SRHR components of the PHE capabilities? The gendered access to land, production, and IGA 
as well as the “[f]arming systems cannot be understood without taking into account the evolving and 
complex family roles and relationships which underpin them and the competing demands made upon 
women's time and energy resulting from their productive and reproductive roles” (UNFPA 1995b), 
which incite me to look into the women’s social and SRHR-related  opportunities from childhood 
and upwards.   
 
5.2   The	  essential	  youth	  	  
The largest population of young people ever seen is now making up more than half of the global 
population. According to UNFPA, out of all the countries in the world, Kenya will be experiencing 
the fifth largest absolute increase in adolescent girls between 2010 and 2030, adding 2.3 million to 
the national absolute number (UNFPA 2013:9). Young people are a key aspect in a sustainable 
development and PHE context in many ways; (1) they are the ones who will ‘inherit’ an 
unprecedented unsustainable world, created by their two preceding generations, (2) they are or will 
in any case soon be sexually active and reproducing, and because (3), children and young people 
today are “critical agents of change” (UNGA 2015:12) and the leaders of tomorrow – how they grow 
up to think of and be able to act on inequity and inequality, unsustainable consumption and 
production, and barriers to development in general is determining for the future realities of human 
and natural development. However, not all young people have the freedom of choice in these regards:  
“Choices made by these young people will shape the future – politically, economically, and 
demographically. The choices they make will be determined, in turn, by the opportunities 
made available to them. And those opportunities are starkly different for young people in 
different regions of the world.” (Riche 2009:38) 
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But which challenges in terms of the PHE capabilities do the young people in Kenya and the case 
region experience, and why?  
 
5.2.1   The	  pivotal	  role	  of	  access	  to	  education	  
In 2015, children and young people under the age of 15 made up approximately 42 % of the 
population (UN DESA 2015:12). The large number of children and young people undoubtedly puts 
pressure on the governmental priorities, and in line with the CA, the ways in which the government 
accedes to the needs of the growing young population is indicative of the values and ultimately the 
success of the government. According to the official Kenyan National Adolescent Sexual and 
Reproductive Health Policy (ASRHP) of 2015  
“[a] young population puts great demands on provision of health services, education, water 
and sanitation, housing and employment. At the same time, it provides opportunities for the 
country’s development if the adolescents get opportunities to attain educational goals and 
receive an all-round preparation for responsible adulthood.” (MoH 2015:v) 
Enrolment in and, more importantly, completion of primary and secondary school is crucial for the 
future possibilities of enhancing well-being. In the Nyanza region, 86 % of the primary school-aged 
children were attending school in 2009, while only 20 % of the secondary school-aged children were 
attending (KNBS 2010:18). The high rates of primary school enrolment can be seen to reflect the 
positive implications of the introduction of free primary education in 2003 (WB 2008:xi), while the 
low secondary school attendance reflects low prioritisation from the government’s side combined 
with socio-economic barriers to keep children in school.  
 
On the basis of the community visits and informal conversations it was my clear perception that one 
of the main incentives of being a part of an integrated development PHE project is the possible 
prospect of ensuring schooling for the farmers’ children, since the improved livelihood conditions 
reached through enhanced farming practices enables the family to, as expressed by farmer 1, “(…) 
sell some of the vegetables to the other local people, and from that money be able to save and pay 
school fees for the children.” With 14 children by two wives as well as a handful of grandchildren of 
whom at least two families lived on his land, this farmer highly prioritised education for the children. 
While most of his children and grandchildren were or had been attending and finished school, it is 
evident that children in rural areas are less likely to be school-attending than their urban peers, with 
only 14.5 % of the rural secondary-aged children attending school in 2009 (KNBS 2010:18, national 
figures). This unequal access to education is furthermore underlined by the fact that only 6.4 % of the 
 41 
young people from the lowest wealth quintile was attending secondary school (ibid.). Even though 
the numbers have undoubtedly improved since 20096, the inequality implications are still evident; 
people who are poor and/or live in rural areas have diminished capabilities to achieve the fundamental 
PHE capability D) to gain educational opportunities. 
 
5.2.1.1   Far-­‐reaching	  consequences	  of	  institutional	  barriers	  for	  adequate	  education	  
Despite a record-high budget for the Ministry of Education (16.4 % of the total government budget 
in 2014), and despite the student enrolment and student-teacher ratio in Kenya having improved 
slightly over the last few years, the above-mentioned attendance figures and a ratio of 1 primary 
school teacher per 50 students suggests that the school sector is looking at severe challenges, while 
at the same time the Ministry of Education budget has decreased almost 4 percent from 2011 to 2014. 
(KNBS 2015b:13) Cutbacks on institutional budgets enhances social un-freedoms, as the valued 
functionings that people can positively achieve are substantially influenced by the existence of 
enabling basic education politics (Sen 1999:5).  
A social unfreedom like this, caused by the government which should be promoting freedom-
enhancing policies, has implications for all young people but especially a girl child’s basic 
empowerment and agency:  
 “Access to good quality education is one of the most effective interventions to empower 
adolescents with the most basic skills to function and contribute to society. This is of greater 
relevance for girls; to obtain comprehensive sexual education; to know and recognize 
options; to be able to negotiate reproductive desires, including when and how many children 
to have; and to be able to demand access to good quality services for reproductive health. 
All of these faculties could be easily denied to adolescent girls who are out of school and 
unable to complete their secondary education as a minimum.” (UNFPA 2013:11) 
Lack of access to education and thus basic life-skills experience through social interaction as well as 
SRHR-related empowerment has far-reaching consequences as clear linkages between the low 
school-attendance rate and high fertility rates are detected. Statistics indicate that given the 
opportunity to attend school, girls are less likely to begin childbearing in their adolescent years as 
approximately “18 percent of [Kenyan] adolescents (15-19 years) had begun childbearing [2014 
figures], ranging from 10 percent among girls with secondary education to 32 percent among girls 
                                                
6 The more recent Kenyan Demographic and Health Surveys (KNBS 2015a) does not entail school attendance rates to a 
satisfactory level, as only the numbers of primary-school attending children are mentioned, while figures for secondary 
is also omitted all-together. Furthermore, other relevant sources (such as PRB 2015) only cites completion rates. Thus, 
the 2009 rates are applied here. 
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with no education” (MoH 2015:9) in 2014. According to the 2014 Kenya Demographic and Health 
Survey (KNBS 2015a), the total fertility rate for Kenyan women with a secondary education or higher 
was 3.0. However, women who completed primary school had 4.2 children on average while women 
with no education weighed in at an average 6.5 children (KNBS 2015a:13). Despite fairly low average 
TFR in the case counties with 4.2 in Siaya and 3.6 in Kisumu, significant unmet needs for SRHR 
services are prevalent in the region. Ranking highest in the country with more than 20 % of Nyanza’s 
adolescent girls (aged 15-19) estimated to have begun childbearing (i.e. had a live birth or are 
pregnant with their first child), evidence points towards substantial SRHR problems regarding 
especially teenage pregnancy. (KNBS 2015a:13-15) These numbers point to the immense importance 
of keeping girls in school as long as possible, as high fertility rates “can be seen, with much justice, 
as adverse to the quality of life, especially of young women, since recurrent bearing and rearing of 
children can be very detrimental to the well-being and freedom of the young mother.” (Sen 1999:144) 
 
5.2.2   Adolescents	  and	  sexuality	  education	  
Young people in general are considered a highly vulnerable group in terms of lacking SRHR services, 
information and care, and WHO specifically addresses adolescents and young people who are not 
attending school as a part of the “hard-to-reach” groups, thus in need of specific tailor-made strategies 
(WHO 2010:38). The high numbers of adolescent pregnancies in Nyanza region affirm the 
vulnerability of young people, and one of the primary reasons for these high numbers consists of the 
lack of sexuality education (hereafter sex ed) in school:  
“Agro PO 2: Sex education in schools? I think it is there at secondary school, but not at 
primary school. 
I: And it is not everybody who gets to go to secondary school, so they may never get to 
know… 
Agro PO 2: [interrupts] In fact, in Kenya they are saying, those who transit from primary to 
secondary [school] is at less than 50 %, it is a very low figure. Maybe there is a bigger 
percentage of children who drop out of school at primary level, so this category has no access 
to information about sex education and even family planning.”  
Even though sex ed has been discussed and is in some instances employed in schools, it is not a part 
of the official educational curriculum for neither primary nor secondary schools as of now. However, 
during the last couple of years the introduction of comprehensive (age appropriate) sex ed in Kenya 
has been vividly discussed and is being addressed publicly as well as scientifically with the African 
Population and Health Research Center currently conducting an assessment hereof (APHRC 
Website). In the wake of the revelation of alarmingly high numbers of unmet needs for contraception, 
teenage pregnancies and unsafe abortions in Kenya, the Ministry of Health (MoH) has seemingly 
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agreed on discussing the possible introduction of sex ed in school as the ministry “aims to enhance 
SRH status of adolescents in Kenya and contribute towards realization of their full potential in 
national development”, and specifically mentions SRHR in its entirety as it is the intention of the 
MoH to “bring adolescent sexual and reproductive health and rights issues into the country’s 
mainstream health and development agenda.” (MoH 2015:v) Even if sex ed is to be introduced but 
restricted to secondary school, the low net attendance rate for secondary school participation - 
approximately 40 % on average in Kenya (boys and girls included, 2008-2012 figures) (UNICEF 
Web), which is much lower in rural areas as deduced above - less than every second young person 
would have the opportunity to access the vital SRHR information and experience they need, thus 
adding to the unfreedoms related to PHE capability D).  
 
Apart from the fact that the physique of an adolescent girl is not fully developed and ready to bear 
children, the reasons for and consequences of unsafe sex, to mention a few, include pervasive sexual 
coercion, young girls’ relatively higher biological risk of acquiring HIV and other STIs, and very 
high numbers of pregnancies and unsafe abortions (Berer 2014:10; WHO 2010:19). With pregnancy 
related complications being the second highest cause of death for teenage girls worldwide (UNFPA 
2014:8), access to comprehensive and age-appropriate sexuality education, and not least access to 
SRHR services such as contraceptives and health care, thus has immense importance for girls, while 
it is just as crucial to include and actively engage young boys in order to increase gender respect and 
evade traditional gender discriminatory perceptions. As will be scrutinised in the following section, 
the risk of and negative consequences of lacking access to SRHR services continues into the young 
people’s adult life with grave implications for their health, freedom of choice and subsequent 
development opportunities.  
 
5.3   Sexual	  and	  reproductive	  unfreedoms	  
Unintended pregnancies and births are clearly taking place in effect of not using contraception, but 
are people deliberately choosing not to protect themselves? The crucial element in the “development 
as freedom” approach of emphasising the significant difference between having the free choice to opt 
out, or opting out on the basis of not having the instrumental freedom to gain access to a certain 
functioning (Sen 1999:75), pertinently captures the unfreedom that of unmet need for contraceptives. 
The 225 million women lacking access to SRHR worldwide (Singh et al. 2014:14) are alarming 
numbers as they are. They firmly reject the notion of people deliberately choosing not to use 
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contraceptives, and it reflects a dire need to openly discuss and address the underlying reasons for 
and the structural unfreedoms causing these violations of (especially) women’s reproductive and 
sexual rights. 
 
5.3.1   Unmet	  needs	  for	  SRHR	  services	  
One of the paramount objectives of PHE projects like the case project is to ensure people’s SRH-
related rights and thus increase access to SRHR services including contraceptives and quality 
reproductive and sexual information and care:  
“[W]e have to think of the rights of the people, different rights. I am talking about the right 
to the size of family that people want to have, when they want to have children, and how 
many children they want to have. This is very important because the unmet family planning 
need is very high in the [Lake Victoria] Basin. A lot of women would want to space their 
births, but the services are not there.” (PHE PC) 
Although receiving increased attention from the government in effect of reproductive health care 
being articulated as a right in the new 2010 constitution (KNCL 2010), and while efforts have been 
made to provide free contraceptives albeit only to all registered health facilities, there are clear 
contrasts between urban and rural populations’ ability to obtain access to SRHR services, as the 
clinics, health facilities, dispensaries and hospitals are often difficult to reach for rural populations 
living in remote areas (Singh et al. 2014:10).  
In the Nyanza province, almost one-third of all women report to have an unmet need for family 
planning (PRB 2014, (2009 figures)), and statistics show that the contraceptive prevalence is 
especially low among young people (KNBS 2015a:16). This might be related to the considerably 
difficult nexus between peer pressure, male-dominant discourse (Nzioka 2001:108) and, on the other 
side, the stigma that is also attached to having sex before marriage or with multiple partners (Singh 
et al. 2014:24), which can probe young people to shy away from going to the local dispensary and 
possibly seek services further away from the village, or to opt out altogether. Furthermore, I was 
informed by the practitioners that the high rates of unmet needs are furthermore related to frequent 
stock-outs at public clinics and dispensaries (affirmed through Kenya MoH 2012:10), which makes 
using the clinics as a mean supplier for contraception unreliable. Additionally, statistics show that 
modern contraceptives, and especially injectables, are by far the most popular means of protection 
(KNBS 2015a:17). However, if available, the services at the local dispensaries (which are presumably 
rarely officially registered) are said to not always be free of charge, and if they are, they rarely include 
all modern contraceptives, which can prove problematic as 
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“(…) the way people are able to plan financially sometimes literally does not leave 
[economic] space to buy for instance condoms or contraceptives to basically plan their 
family. (…) Can a woman (…) actually afford to go to a gynaecologist and have a coil 
implant, or can the husband afford a discectomy if they have enough children?” (WB 
advisor) 
Barriers to reproductive health capabilities thus represents a negative feedback mechanism, as they 
are often caused by poverty, while at the same time contributing to poverty by way of the individual 
or the couple not being able to control the number and spacing of children to match their financial 
capacity, proving that “economic unfreedom, in the form of extreme poverty, can make a person a 
helpless prey in the violation of other kinds of freedoms.” (Sen 1999:8) Being placed in this negative 
feedback mechanism can have detrimental consequences for the fundamental freedom to avoid 
preventable disease and even death, as the next section will discuss.  
 
5.3.1.1   Fatal	  consequences	  of	  reproductive	  unfreedom	  
With a maternal mortality (MM) rate of 510 per 100,000 live births (2015 figures) (WB Data Site), 
Kenyan women are in grave danger of dying during delivery, and, generally speaking, this  
“situation is even more tragic considering that maternal mortality is largely preventable as 
evidenced by the global disparity in maternal health outcomes. Indeed, in Europe maternal 
mortality is a rare event, occurring in only 20 out of 100.000 live births, compared to 480 
per 100.000 in the African Region, the highest ratio of all the regions in the world.” (ibid.) 
Besides taking note of the distinct regional differences between the MM rates, it is important to 
emphasise that a significant share (13-14 %) of these maternal mortalities on the African continent 
are estimated to be caused by unsafe abortions (WHO 2012:21; Singh et al. 2014). Deliberate 
termination of pregnancy is a highly disputed topic around the world, and Kenya is no exception. In 
2014, a Kenyan nurse was accused of murder and sentenced to death for having assisted a pregnant 
woman in getting an illegal and unsafe abortion, from which the pregnant woman as well as the foetus 
died (Guardian 2014).  
Abortion rates for Kenya are not easy to seek out and are not even reachable through the trusted UN 
statistical database, which is most likely attributable to the illegality of the subject. However, a 
comprehensive study on the incidences and complications of unsafe abortions in Kenya was 
conducted by the APHRC, the Kenyan Ministry of Health (MoH) and the acknowledged American-
based SRHR research and policy institute Guttmacher in 2012, which estimated that a total of nearly 
465.000 induced abortions took place that year, out of which the second highest incidents of 146.600 
happened in Nyanza and Western regions (APHRC et al. 2013:17). These numbers translate into 30 
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induced abortions per 100 live births nationally, and 39 per 100 in Nyanza/Western Kenya. The 
Director of Medical Services in the MoH, Dr. Francis Kimani, proactively claims that “(…) this report 
is a wake-up call” (ibid.:5), while it is added in the executive summary that  
“[i]t will be essential that concerted efforts are made to urgently reach women who have 
unmet contraceptive needs, support women’s access to post-abortion contraceptive 
counselling and methods, and promote access to quality abortion-related care within the 
limits of the Kenyan law and the constitution.” (ibid.:8)   
It is thus recognised by the government that unsafe abortions take place in great measures, and that 
the large number of induced unsafe abortions takes place because of an unmet need for contraception, 
among other SRHR related deprivations. Furthermore, it is acknowledged that the deaths and health 
problems associated with unsafe abortions are in fact preventable health and mortality issues that 
need urgent attention. Does this mean that the Kenyan legislations are mirroring the abovementioned 
need for better SRHR services?  
 
Looking at the APHRC quote above through a capabilities lens, the last sentence emphasising how 
increased access to reproductive and sexual care is to be confined by the laws of Kenya obviously 
constrains rather than enables women’s reproductive rights. Nonetheless, abortion is specifically 
mentioned in the constitution, and discussing the articulations used regarding abortion in the 
constitution with an agro PO, the PO firstly said that the word “abortion” is typically not used among 
the public and is most often referred to as “safe motherhood”, but thereafter contended that some 
people, including himself, believes that the government has now legalised abortion, since article 
26(4), termed “Right to Life” under the Bill of Rights, states that  “[a]bortion is not permitted unless, 
in the opinion of a trained health professional, there is need for emergency treatment, or the life or 
health of the mother is in danger, or if permitted by any other written law.” (KNCL 2010:24) The 
usage of the word abortion is interesting in itself, if this is in fact not the usual way of speaking about 
it, but more importantly, in previous laws prior to the 2010 Constitution, the approval from three 
trained health professionals and/or psychologists was needed in order for a woman whose life was in 
danger to be granted an abortion (Guardian 2014). A Guttmacher report derives at a similar 
conclusion as the PO, stating that the “new constitution (…) provides stronger protection for the lives 
and health of women. Whereas the prior law only allowed abortion to protect the pregnant woman’s 
life, the new constitution explicitly permits abortion (…).” (Hussain 2012:1)  
Although acknowledging the thaw in terms of fewer professional opinions as well as the fact that the 
wording in the new constitution opens up to permissible cases of abortion, I find that the constraint-
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based wording clearly restricts women’s freedom to obtain legal and safe abortion. Furthermore, to 
the best of my knowledge, the new laws are just as bound to the notion of ‘emergency’ cases as the 
old ones were, and the interpretation of the legalisation is thus up for discussion. However, “it is 
unclear how widely the new abortion law is understood or practiced within the medical community” 
(ibid.), and based on the insinuations made by the PO, it could be assumed that the new laws might 
induce health professionals to be less reluctant with granting abortion permissions. 
 
Lacking the social and political freedoms to access legal and safe abortion can be seen as a constraint 
to women’s agency, which means that their freedom of choice in terms of reproducing is highly 
diminished. (Sen 1999:xii) Adding to this unfreedom is the male-dominated culture that is prevalent 
in some (especially, but not solely) rural communities in Kenya, including the case project 
communities.  
 
5.3.1.2   “The	  man	  has	  the	  right	  to	  demand	  sex”	  
Complex cultural factors7 including male dominant traditions are particularly deciding for the current 
situation where almost one in five ever-married women (aged 15-49) in the Nyanza region are 
reported to have experienced sexual violence, while almost every second ever-married woman in the 
region has experience physical violence, and thus gender-based violence (GBV) (KNBS 2015a:59).  
 
The negative instrumentality of sexual violence, including rape, on a person’s (but especially 
women’s) fundamental opportunities to achieve general social and economic well-being is distinctive 
as it “can be an important factor in unwanted pregnancy, in the acquisition of STIs including HIV, 
and in sexual dysfunction.” (WHO 2010:11) These are difficult issues to discuss, research on or 
address, partly because of the sensitivity of the problem, and partly because the perception of forced 
sex or sexual violence is very much up for individual interpretation, as non-consensual sexual 
relations in marriage is not always perceived as a forced action as “[m]any, particularly women, may 
have little choice in their relationships over whether to engage in bodily intercourse or use a condom 
or not” (Geissler & Prince 2013:248). In some tribal communities in Kenya, including the case 
communities visited, it has traditionally been accepted that the man could more or less “demand” sex, 
                                                
7 Comprehensive narratives on the different cultural, tribal and modern traditions and characteristics are offered in 
Wangari Maathai’s memoir “Unbowed” (2007), and Geissler and Prince (2013) have conducted an elaborate 
anthropological study in modern time village life in western Kenya which offers a comprehensive account of historical, 
cultural, traditional and religious aspects in the area.  
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that it was his right as a husband to have sex with his wife whenever he wished to: “In the past it was 
difficult because sex was a man’s affair, it was the man who decided when and how to do sex in the 
families.” (Agro PO 2 for Farmer 3) The PO elaborates on the farmer’s mentioning of this tradition 
by saying that: “(…) one [gender] is the weaker gender – women are always assumed to be the weaker 
gender – and in the past, many men [thought] that they [had] an expressed right to sex even if the 
wife [was] not willing.” The farmer and the PO both stated a tendency to increased levels of joint 
decision-making in terms of sexual relations for couples, and while this seems highly legitimate, signs 
of the continued acceptance of the traditional perception of the man having a right to demand sex 
were exhibited through some of my observations. During the last part of the training session at the 
workshop, in response to my question “What rights do you have in terms of SRHR?”, the answer 
from one of the groups’ male presenters, as recounted during a conversation with the agro PO, 
exemplified the strongly contested opinions on this matter:  
“I: I noticed that the first man who came up to present for group 2 said that SRHR is “the 
right to demand sex”, and that it is also “the right to say no to sex”. So there are some 
contradictions there, yeah? So that was the man and the woman’s perspective maybe?   
Agro PO: But now, you know – everybody has a right, even couples. So you should not say, 
that “I have a right to sex with my wife”. Okay, you have a right, but are you considering 
the willingness or the preparedness of your spouse? Because in as much as you are talking 
about your right, you should not injure the character or the feelings of the other person. So 
what are you doing to prepare your partner, so that when you are asking for your right, your 
partner is ready to give it to you? It should not be seen as something which is being forceful, 
you should not just say “it is my right, I want it!”. 
The facial expression of the male presenter remains vivid in my mind, as his sentiment struck me as 
insistent and almost angry, while he strongly emphasised the word ‘demand’. I thoroughly examined 
the reactions of the women who were present at the workshop, but contrary to my expectations, no 
one seemed to be offended or surprised by the male participant’s claim. Additionally, I find it very 
interesting how the (negative) rights notion is inherent in the PO’s comment above; despite the 
expressed clear-cut belief that sexual relations should happen on the basis of joint decision, the man’s 
demand for sex is articulated as a right which he actually has, but which needs to be mitigated. The 
prevalent discourse of addressing the demand for sex as a man’s right is evidently deeply rooted, even 
if you believe in joint-decision as the correct way.  
 
All of the above demarcates the significant prevalence of PHE challenge indicator #2 and #3 and 
strongly contrasts the congruent capabilities E), F) and G). The right to be in charge of your own 
body, sexuality and reproductive life is the very foundation of sexual and reproductive health and 
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rights. Male dominance, traditional and other beliefs that deprive mainly women of this intrinsic8 
PHE capability undermine the entire foundation of ensuring individual freedom because of the 
coercive and power relational nature of the male dominated mechanisms. 
 
5.4   Outro:	  Gendered	  freedom	  to	  sustainable	  development	  
To sum up, challenge indicators #1, #2, and #3 have been detected as prevalent in the case region, 
where statistics were available, and on a national scale 
where regional figures were not detainable, while all the 
congruent barriers to achieving PHE capabilities A) - G) 
have been detected as well. The findings of this first 
subanalysis clearly demarcates the fact that access and 
freedom to sustainable development is highly gendered, 
as I will now recapitulate.  
 
With climate change, degraded environment and high 
fertility and population growth rates comes increased 
resource depletion, less natural resources, water scarcity 
and thus the risk of more severe food insecurity than 
already experienced. Gender inequality in relation to the 
production- and economic-related opportunities restrains 
women from obtaining the agency to improve these 
political and economic unfreedoms. One way of mitigating the risk of being caught in these types of 
unfreedoms is through education. However, insufficient and unequal access to education - including 
sexuality education – was detected, which was found distinctly more pervasive in rural and poorer 
communities, where teenage pregnancies constitutes an immense problem.  
 
Insufficient access to education opportunities impacts women’s adult life as well, as women who 
have been in lack of schooling prove to have much higher total fertility rates, partly due to high unmet 
needs for family planning methods and SRH services. Since many of these women are also the ones 
living in rural and poorer communities, they are furthermore more likely to be subject to traditional 
                                                
8 Sen offers an elaborated account on the different stances as to whether or not rights can have intrinsic value 
(1999:211-213) 
Detected PHE challenges and capabilities  
#1 Poor environmental preservation indicators in 
the area, which demands simultaneous 
environmental and socio-economic interventions 
#2 Lack of access to and use of contraceptives 
and family planning (that is SRHR) 
#3 Health conditions of people living in remote 
underserved areas are especially deficient 
D) Having access to sufficient and quality 
education, including sexuality education 
E) Being able to avoid premature mortality 
F) Having access to basic health care, including 
sexual and reproductive services and health care, 
hereunder access to contraceptives and legal and 
safe abortion 
G) Having the freedom to choose for yourself if, 
when and with who you have sexual relations 
with, have children with or marry 
H) Being free from discrimination on the basis of 
gender, sex, race, ethnicity or the like 
I)  Having freedom of expression and opinion  
Table 6: Detected PHE challenges and capabilities 
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male-dominant beliefs, including the perception of men having the right to demand sex from their 
wife, which still exists in some communities. This traditional belief was articulated as much less 
prevalent than just 5-10 years ago, but was nonetheless detected during the final workshop conducted. 
As a probable cause of these PHE-related unfreedoms, unsafe abortions were also found to be highly 
prevalent in Kenya and especially in the case project region, Nyanza, where 147.000 unsafe abortions 
were reportedly conducted in 2014. Together, all of these challenges can be seen as originating in the 
lack of freedom PHE capabilities H) and I), as women are discriminated against on fundamental 
development factors, and thus kept from being empowered and thus having a voice and the agency 
to express herself. 
 
SRHR thus often leads to unwanted pregnancies, which detains women from improving their social 
and economic opportunities and PHE capabilities, and not being able to plan one’s reproductive life 
further puts strain on the ability of women or families to ensure food and other resource-related 
security, thus making the already vulnerable more at risk of being negatively impacted by climate 
change effects. These deprivations of PHE capabilities can only be mitigated through increased 
opportunities, as the “removal of substantial unfreedoms, it is argued here, is constitutive of 
development.” (Sen 1999:Xii) A such removal would most likely have positive instrumental effects 
on not only the well-being of the women, but their entire family and community, all the while 
positively contributing to sustainable development as a whole: 
“It is also clear that the result of women’s participation is not merely to generate income for 
women, but also to provide the social benefits that come from women’s enhanced status and 
independence (including the reduction of mortality and fertility rates (…)). The economic 
participation of women is, thus, both a reward on its own (with associated reduction of 
gender bias in the treatment of women in family decisions), and a major influence for social 
change in general.” (Sen 1999:201) 
The injustice and counter-productivity in keeping women from realising their capability sets is thus 
highly evident. While shifts are taking place across a wide spectre of development dimensions, the 
pace with which they occur is dependent on the enlargement of people’s PHE opportunities, but 
especially women’s rights and empowerment, and these freedoms demand time and patience. In light 
of these challenges to achieving PHE-related freedom, a pressing question emerges; how are 
practitioners going about implementing an integrated and rights-based project that is seeking to 
mitigate the complex unfreedoms just described?  
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6   PHE	  Implementation:	  Novelty,	  multidimensionality,	  challenges	  	  
While the partnering agricultural and health-related organisations have indeed previously been aware 
of and included some aspects of the interlinkages between health, environment, agricultural practices 
and socio-economic circumstances, the comprehensive integrated approach is new to them all. In the 
words of the agro MD, the interlinkages between SRH, general health, and food security became 
apparent early on several years ago as the condition of HIV-positive community members affected 
their own and their families’ livelihoods: 
“Ideally, we were not keen on getting into other areas when we started. We were just keen 
on environment and food security. But as you work with a community, sometimes you 
realise that you do a lot, but you do not see any changes. That is how we got into HIV. We 
realised that you can train people and give them seeds, support them in planting, but 
ultimately there is no increase in food production. We realised that HIV and Aids was 
affecting us.”  
The other agricultural organisation has been providing trainings and assistance to small-scale farmers 
in agroforestry and sustainable land use management (SALM) for many years. Like their partnering 
agricultural organisation, they too started focusing on HIV/AIDS aspects in their agricultural efforts 
early on and realised that agroforestry methods could help “improve families’ production of 
nutritional food, which is especially important for persons living with HIV.” (Agro PC) Building on 
these learning outcomes there were already positive connotations in regards to joining a project with 
an integrated SRHR/SD approach like the case project.  
 
The Agro PC sees clear advantages in applying an integrated project and finds that an “integrated 
approach is a better approach to sustainable development”, and furthermore adds that the possibility 
of offering a wider range of services (i.a. cervical cancer screenings, family planning assistance, 
malaria treatments, SALM assistance) and advice during regular trainings and occasional outreach 
events makes an integrated approach “more cost-effective”, reflecting the positive impact on 
challenge indicator #8. All in all, the statements of all of the practitioners demonstrate that they find 
the holistic approach viable and advantageous, much in line with the general scholarly-related 
acknowledgement of the PHE approach being an advantage as compared to a single-sector approach 
(De Souza 2009:324), summed up by the health PC saying that “it is a new way of thinking, and a 
more realistic way of thinking.” However, benefits 4-8 mentioned in the PHE approach section only 
become benefits in effect of the active addressing of the contiguous challenges in the implementation 
of a PHE project. So how is an integrated PHE project implemented in practice? Which 
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implementational challenges arise and why, and how are they addressed? The following second 
subanalysis – the process level analysis - will seek out these how’s and why’s mainly from the 
perspective of the practitioners, while critically assessing the implementation process. 
 
6.1   Changing	  mind-­‐‑sets	  
An integrated project with a wide set-up and multiple cooperating organisations faces challenges of 
a different nature than single-sector projects as it: 
“is not simple because it [integrated approach] requires a lot of capacity building, and 
piloting them is expensive, so it is resource-intensive (…). In the long run it will be cheaper, 
but in the short run – for it to be understood, established and conceptualised - you need some 
extra resources. In the long run there are synergies being built, the sharing of resources and 
all that. But in the short run, you really need to do quite a lot.” (PHE PC) 
In line with the fact that the start-up is resource-intensive due to the novelty aspect, and thus that 
challenge indicator #8 does not change into a benefit until later in the process, a fundamental 
challenge arises merely in effect of the complex interlinkages between population, health and 
environment, as it requires new ways of thinking and "doing” development which can be difficult to 
understand and establish, as implied in the quote. One of the main challenges to the PHE consist in 
the slow comprehension, as ”people are taking their time. They do not understand it quickly, because 
it is not just about taking a [birth control] pill. They are wondering ‘why now the three? Why not just 
one at the time?’” (PHE PC) According to an agro PO’s translation, farmer 2, who is a health 
community worker and is thus perceived knowledgeable on the mind-sets of the community 
members, echoes this by stating that “uptake is still low (…) it is not at the level where they want it 
to be.” The PO elaborates with an implementational view on this by saying that “that is the main 
problem. People still believe in the single-sector approach to development.” All in all, the 
practitioners all state that many community members are reportedly catching up on and are favourably 
disposed towards the integrated PHE approach, but challenge indicator #4 is clearly detectable as it 
is difficult to establish support from communities. 
 
The organisations are seemingly attempting to address this uptake-related challenge by addressing 
PHE challenge indicator #5 involving the community members as much as possible. To this end, 
chosen community members and groups are being trained to become so-called resource persons or 
role-model farmers, as well as community health workers “(…) in the area of family planning. So 
now after having been trained they reach out to the other members of the community and they pass 
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the same information to the other family households.” (Agro PO 1 for farmer 2) The intended effects 
of training some of the community members to become community workers within either health or 
agriculture, with both roles including knowledge on the interconnections, is thus to create  
“ownership and sustainability. We thought it [community based approach] is the best 
approach to use, because the SRHR project is only running until next year; December 2016. 
So it is our hope that the people who are there, and the Ministry of Health and the Ministry 
of Agriculture, should continue with the interventions we will have started. Yeah, so if the 
project does not continue after 2016, they [community members and officials] will still 
continue.” (Agro PC) 
In terms of the “sensitisation”, as the organisations calls it, the agro PC emphasises that patience with 
changing people’s mind-set is an important tool in the implementation of an integrated approach: 
“What we have done much is creation of awareness, trainings, involving them, discussing the issues, 
so that (…) we work with their [community members’] mind first before they can adopt and adapt”, 
and in communicating the linkages between the three components to the community members, they 
accentuate the concrete consequences of not integrating the elements: “We tell the people that when 
the population grows and the environment is constant, the resources within the environment are being 
utilized by a growing population. (…) They start making sense out of it, and you hear people saying 
‘Yes, it is true, we have to be cautious.’” (Agro PC)  
However, challenge indicators #6 and #7 regarding difficulties with involving males in family 
planning and reproductive health measures, and females in conservation and natural resource 
management is articulated as a barrier by several practitioners, as the gender-divided traditions 
deduced in the previous analysis means that “you find areas where issues of land [and agriculture] 
are predominately just discussed with men, because they are the custodians. On the other side, when 
you want to talk about family planning, if you come to a meeting the men will walk out (…).” (Agro 
MD) The organisations are “trying to increase men’s involvement in issues and discussions related 
to family planning” (Agro PC) by telling the community members that if ¨the family is not planned 
you will have a lot of challenges managing the land. So we have to work on this together, it [family 
planning] is not an issue of the woman, and the land is not an issue for the man.” (Agro MD)  
 
Apart from challenges with male-female divided traditional roles, the very implementation of new 
components put the hitherto progress and trustworthiness of the organisations at risk of being 
jeopardised in relation to those community members who have not adopted a positive attitude towards 
the introduction of the new SRHR aspects:  
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“That is a challenge of [the] integration, because now people will see you as part of the 
problem that they have been trying to avoid. When you usually go with the agricultural 
messages, and now we are coming with population issues and reproductive health issues, 
vaccination of the children and immunization, the resistant community (…) who do not 
believe in these practices will now try to shy away from you [the agroforestry staff and 
organisation] because now we are incorporating the practices that are not supported by them. 
So that is also a problem; because we are coming with health related issues, some people are 
now trying to bring some resistance.” (Agro PO 2) 
This risk is thus to a large extent to be seen in light of 1) the cultural and gender related 
controversiality of SRHR as a whole, and 2) the novelty of the integrated approach in general.  On a 
more substantial level, this could pose a serious problem for the respective organisations’ future 
endeavours. However, this seems to be a risk they are willing to take - perhaps due to the fact that the 
safeguarding of funding from donors weighs highly, as “[r]eputation and legitimacy (…) are scarce 
resources for governments, donors, state development agencies or even NGOs operating in 
competitive environments” (Mosse 2004:645), which opens up to the interesting aspect of donor-
dependency, which will be addressed further down this analysis.   
 
6.2   Cross-­‐‑sectoral	  pitfalls	  
One of the general pitfalls of integrated projects is the very challenge of cross-sectoral partnerships 
(Honzak et al. 2012:3) which is in evidence in the case project in (at least) two ways.  
Firstly, there is a risk of the prevalence of a competitive relation between the organisations, because, 
as the PHE PC brings forth, “who takes credit for the good results? Is it the environment sector or the 
health sector?” Although emphasised by all organisations that they implement the project together, 
as they initiated the project by sending both a health and an agricultural project officer to do 
community sensitisation and furthermore go to outreaches and community visits together a couple of 
times a year (Agro PC), the general sensitization and PHE trainings on all three elements are 
seemingly conducted by either the one or the other type of organisation in their respective focus 
communities for practical reasons. Thus, a risk of disagreements over taking credit for the possibly 
better “end results” in one or the other community is possible. Secondly, not only the mind-sets of 
the project community members need to be processed, as most of the practitioners who have become 
involved in the project implementation were already employed in either the agricultural or the health 
organisations, meaning that their educational and professional backgrounds were moulded within one 
or the other field of expertise. Although having received training in the integrated approach and thus 
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the field outside their original profession, “inadequate expertise in terms of implementing the 
different components of the integrated approach [is a challenge]” (PHE PC).  
These two challenges imply a possible third difficulty; The cross-disciplinary nature of integrated 
projects can pose challenges in terms of measuring the outcomes, as the practitioners are 
implementing programmes “for which they may have limited capacity to evaluate.” (Yavinsky et al. 
2015:3) With this multi-stakeholder-based challenge being probable in a PHE project like the case 
project, the fact that the complexity of sustainable development is the overall contextual frame could 
very well be additionally complicating the evaluative aspect.  
 
6.2.1   How	  do	  you	  measure	  sustainable	  development?	  
As noted by Sen, broader “approaches are often harder to “sell” than narrowly focused reforms that 
try to achieve “one thing at a time”.” (Sen 1999:127) Even though PHE and similar integrated projects 
have been known and increasingly applied for two decades, the political reality has not yet followed 
suit according to the Agro PC and other practitioners:  
“The only challenge we usually have, I think not only for Kenyan policies but globally, [is 
that] most of the policies are sectoral. If it is agriculture, it is policies related to agriculture, 
if it is health, policies relate to health – there has been no policy that cuts across. So that is 
what we are trying [to do] and hope [for].” (Agro PC)  
The novelty of this type of integration between environment, agricultural practices and SRHR thus 
proves challenging not only in global politics, as discussed in the introduction, but also in national 
and local policies upon which the future prospects for the PHE approach and projects to gain 
momentum depends. On this end, it is of essential importance for a rather new development approach, 
and thus for a project like the case project, to firmly include strong advocacy efforts (De Souza 
2009:325). In order to invoke political attention and acknowledgement, the partnering organisations 
try “to involve the policy makers right from the start” (Agro MD), and the practitioners have to 
actively undertake the demanding task of influencing politicians concurrently with actually 
operationalising the project in the local communities:  
“We did a very strange advocacy; top-bottom, not bottom-top. And we did that so we could 
get buy-in from the policy makers, and by the time we reached down [to the communities], 
already we were talking about what the leaders were also talking about. So the communities 
were hearing the same things from us and from the leaders at the same time, and therefore 
this had a lot of impact – it was a sandwich approach, sandwich advocacy.” (PHE PC) 
The quote above presents an apparent acceptance of the PHE approach amongst officials as well as 
community members, but it is naturally not that simple - it “is difficult to do it because you have to 
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have very convincing evidence.” (Agro MD) This poses a challenge, as measurement and evaluation 
– or monitoring and evaluation (M&E) -, which is often seen as a fairly simple dimension of 
development projects, proves to be a main difficulty in integrated projects like the case project: On 
the basis of which indicators is a PHE project supposed to be measured?:  
“What are these sustainable development indicators? The wording is good, but how to 
measure it? We were given the definition, but we have to be able to measure. In the 
individual sectors you can talk about numbers – number of women using contraceptives, 
number of families involved in IGA, number of acres of deforestation, child mortality rates, 
but what are we supposed to measure in terms of “sustainable development” where all of the 
sectors meet?” (PHE PC) 
Seeing as the integrated approach is quite a new way of thinking and “doing” development, 
monitoring and evaluation learnings and results of such integrated projects are not plentiful, to say 
the least (Yavinsky et al. 2015:3), and integrated PHE projects are rarely evaluated by comparing 
them to the effects or feasibility of single sector projects, which is “(…) limiting the conclusions that 
can be drawn about the benefits of integration itself” (ibid.:22).  
 
Furthermore, I find that most evaluations are conducted with a main focus on the value of integrating 
SRHR or “just” family planning into conservation projects (Honzak et al. 2012; Yavinsky et al. 2015 
and others). Such evaluations could be of substantial inspiration for donors or implementing 
organisations, but it also displays the lacking provision of guidelines as to how to evaluate on the 
integrated results as such. Likewise, M&E frameworks for PHE projects have been developed, but 
they mainly set up implementational recommendations (see for instance Oglethorp et al. 2008), and 
are thus highly innovative and useful for operationalization purposes but not as such to mainstream 
monitoring and measurement of the SD-related impact. There are, to the best of my knowledge, no 
guidelines or ‘best practices’ in terms of measuring the actual SD impact within the realm of a multi-
stakeholder and rights-based PHE approaches yet, and in line with this ascertainment and the quote 
above, all of the managerial practitioners, including the agro PC quoted below, emphasise the M&E 
challenges involved in this kind of integrated project: 
“So far I do not see any disadvantages. The only thing I see is challenges, like in terms of 
monitoring an integrated programme. It is just like in the policies; even with indicators for 
integration, they will still measure independent areas. We might not have an indicator within 
the programme that measures integration. (…) The only thing I see [is that] we will have 
indicators of specific areas – indicators for health and for environment. I do not know 
whether it is practical or it is realistic to have an integrated indicator. Probably we will just 
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use the specific indicators to show the integration. I mean, that is the only thing that is 
cracking our minds.” 
A distinct uncertainty is thus detected in terms of M&E and assessment. Because of the normativity 
of a sector-divided way of thinking development, combined with the novelty of implementing 
integrated projects on the ground, as well as the complexity of a PHE approach, the sectoral way of 
thinking is persistent, which leaves integrated M&E mechanisms to still be highly deficient. This 
calls for further assessment and concrete development of M&E frameworks for integrated PHE 
projects, not least because “many of the benefits of integrated programs are highly dependent on the 
dedication and flexibility of project funding” (Yavinsky et al.2015:22).  
 
6.3   Donor	  dependency	  and	  appertaining	  implications	  
The ‘trends’ in development assistance are changing faster than ever concurrently with swiftly 
changing political realities and attitudes in donor countries and donor institutions (Mosse 2004:665), 
which in turn means that funding for development projects is often unstable. In line with the M&E 
difficulties detected in the previous section, a crucial aspect of receiving funding and implementing 
any development project is the ability to demonstrate successful outcomes and results, and donors are 
demanding increasingly rapid reporting of the effects of the development interventions which unveils 
a substantial challenge with an integrated approach:  
“It is also challenging for the traditionally environmental organisations because their donors 
have a different orientation [sectoral orientation], yet we are saying that the donors should 
understand that the world is going in another direction [integrated approach]. So it is a 
challenge because it takes time. Some donors refuse because they have their goals and want 
to achieve results very quickly.”  (PHE PC) 
Firstly, the donor demand for rapid results is fundamentally contradictory to the long-term aim of 
PHE projects like the case project which operates within a SD context, as environmental protection, 
climate change adaptation/mitigation, agricultural improvements and SRHR uptake (including 
decrease in mortality rates and the voluntary bearing of children) are focus areas on which the effects 
cannot be fully measured after only a year or two. Although not plentiful, the few assessments and 
evaluations of PHE projects that have been conducted mainly arrive at the similar conclusions that 
“few PHE projects operate long enough or collect sufficient data to conclude whether the family 
planning and reproductive health programming contributes to declining fertility and long-term 
slowing in population growth rates” (Yavinsky et al. 2015:8), and furthermore that few ”PHE projects 
(…)  are collecting different types of ecological data to document the impact of the behavioral [sic.] 
and management changes on the actual environment.” (ibid.:14)   
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Secondly, and in relation to the first point, a common way to measure the outcomes and impacts of 
development projects is to set up targets for the number of people the project seeks to involve or 
intends to have a positive impact on. However, a shortcoming presents itself in the effect of there 
being an impact-related danger of target-driven programmes in which outcomes are mainly 
quantitatively measured, as there is a significant risk that the quantity focus takes place on the expense 
of “high quality service that guarantees full, free and informed choice.” (Newman et al. 2014:55) In 
line with this risk of violating people’s free choice, my general assertion after conducting the 
fieldwork is that quantitative measurement indicators can carry with them a notion of imposing 
certain components and desired changes on the community members. The practitioners are seemingly 
using both empowerment strategies – confer “changing mind-sets” as discussed earlier – and 
behaviour change strategies by including the community members in the project planning and 
activities with an expressed consideration for their valued capabilities and values:  
“So you know, if you plan with them, you will not impose something on them, only activities 
that they think will have a positive impact on their lives - that is where the rights come in. If 
it is an activity which is in one way or another infringing on their rights, they will not... yeah, 
they will dismiss it.” (Agro PO 2) 
As pointed out by the PO, a development project should in no way impose any values onto the people 
who are meant to benefit from the project. However, in terms of the desire of and pressure on the 
practitioners to deliver “good” and rapid results, there is a possible risk element in seeking to change 
community members’ behaviour quickly; this strategy can prove to be morally problematic, as it can 
entail “persuasion, manipulation or (covert or overt) coercion, i.e. making participants do what they 
have not consciously/deliberately and freely chosen.” (Tengland 2012:151) Although the PO 
specifically articulates the importance of implementational evasion hereof, I detected sensitisation 
approaches where people were directly told what the right things to do or think were during several 
different village visits. For instance, when reading aloud a questionnaire question asking to which 
degree there is a connection between environment and reproductive health, agro PO 1 basically told 
the respondents to answer affirmative. Moreover, when inquiring agro PO 2 about the male workshop 
participant’s claim that husbands have a right to demand sex from their wives, as mentioned in the 
previous analysis, the PO emphasised that the participant was corrected and told that sexual 
intercourse should be consensual. With my replying question to the PO being “but that is what he 
said, right?”, the PO said “no, I corrected. That is his thinking, I corrected that.” This resembles the 
possible moral problematics of behaviour change strategies, but – in relation to this case project - 
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more importantly displays the possible disconnects between traditional ways of thinking and the 
application of a rights-based development project; in other words, a disconnect between policy and 
practice.  
 
The organisations implementing any project are somewhat obliged to comply with the values and 
objectives of the donor and the framework organisation, or put in another way: “To ensure further 
funding, projects have to continue to reflect external agendas, to bear the stamp of the plan, rather 
than reflect their own organisational and social reality.” (Mosse 2005:233) Looking at this pitfall 
through a “development as freedom” lens, the demand that the practitioners are to apply a RBA is at 
risk of situating them in difficult situations where they feel pressured to make community members 
understand and agree on the PHE components on the basis of a human rights discourse, thus risking 
to violate the full, free and informed choice of people (Newman et al. 2014:55) which is by 
implication a deprivation of their valued functionings and freedom. So is the HRBA even applicable 
in a contextual setting where certain PHE elements such as equal gender rights, the freedom to control 
your own body and the access to free and safe abortion are not complied with? 
 
6.4   Implications	  of	  using	  a	  Human	  Rights	  Based	  Approach	  
Since DFPA is a framework organisation under the Danida, the Danish development corporation, 
(DFPA 2014:2), Danida, DFPA, and therefore the case project is in part subject to the donor 
regulations and guidelines put forth by the Danish Ministry of Foreign Affairs. In 2012, Danida 
introduced the new foreign development cooperation strategy entitled “The Right to a Better Life” 
(Danida 2012), reflecting the new strategy of applying a Human Rights Based Approach (HRBA) in 
all matters of development cooperation revolving around four key focus areas much similar to the 
global sustainable development agenda, the case project and a rights-based PHE approach in general: 
human rights and democracy; green growth; social progress; and stability and protection, and 
furthermore applying a special focus on “women’s rights and equal access to decision-making, 
resources and opportunities.” (ibid.) Most of the practitioners emphasise the advantages of taking a 
HRBA to the implementation, and points out that they “have to do this [address population dynamics] 
from a rights-based approach. People need to be educated to know their rights, because they do not 
know” (PHE PC), which is echoed by the health PO saying that “before, they [community members] 
did not know that they have rights, but now we are coming in telling them that they have these rights 
- even reproductive rights. We tell them that they have the right to decide when, if and how often they 
 60 
want to have children.” However, the challenges with this approach are highly detectable, as the use 
of a HRBA is subject to resistance:  
“This is an approach that in some countries or areas, once you mention it, either the people 
close down, or the authorities [close down]. They start viewing you like; okay now you want 
to incite [us]. In countries like Ethiopia you do not talk about HRBA. Uganda is trying to 
close that space as much as possible, the same with Kenya. (…) But if you approach them 
[people] and they understand the approach (…), they appreciate it, but it depends on the 
person who is there. And (…) it becomes a bit of a challenge at times.” (MD) 
One of the agro POs mentions that even if the organisations themselves usually take a RBA to their 
projects, the donors’ requirement for the implementing organisations to use a HRBA to their funded 
projects is definitely a factor:  
“[W]e have a rights based approach to programming. That is what we normally do (…), and 
it is a donor requirement that all of our activities have to be rights-based. But now... Because 
it is a donor conditionality, what do you do? You have to just abide by that.  
I: Does it pose any problems?   
Agro PO: No. It does not present a problem.”  
The project officer dismisses that this poses any problems, while however continuing by saying that 
"people always resist a new idea. Probably they do not know what comes with it, but when you 
analyse it critically, you find that it is actually the best practice, and people have started to appreciate 
it. (…) You have to align.” The clear insinuation of the need to follow donor regulations strongly 
indicates a donor dependency which is at risk of forcing some PHE features through, even if they 
meet resistance among the community members. This resistance is seemingly, as deduced above, 
attempted mitigated through behaviour change sensitization of the community members from the 
practitioners’ side in order to align to donor regulations. But which features of the rights-based PHE 
approach do people resist besides the gender-biased traditions challenging women’s socio-economic 
development, as deduced in the first sub-analysis?   
 
6.4.1   The	  disputed	  last	  “R”	  in	  SRHR	  
In taking a rights-based approach and by including the term SRHR in its entirety in the case project, 
“the last R” (PHE PC) proves to be particularly disputable: “In this part of the world, when you talk 
of rights [in a SRHR and PHE context], people will think of gay rights. The minute you mention the 
word ‘rights’, what rings in their minds is gays and lesbians, they do not think of reproductive rights, 
and therefore this is actually an area that needs to be dealt with.” (ibid.) It is commonly known that 
there is strong opposition against homosexuality among the general public in Kenya, and the public 
stigma that surrounds LGBT persons is somewhat legitimised through the political rhetoric which 
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reflects a condemnation-discourse, as the Kenyan political climate is openly denouncing 
homosexuality in many ways, all the way to the presidential level: 
“PHE PC: You mention it [gay rights], and everybody will walk away, even the policy 
makers. When [the US] president [Barack] Obama visited Kenya, he spoke and spoke, and 
then our president stood up and said: ‘In many things we agree, but on issues of gays and 
lesbians, we differ. Our society does not allow it, and we are not going to accept it.’ 9 
I: So it [acceptance of gay rights] is not going to happen?  
PHE PC: That one, no. The gays are there, the lesbians are there, they have reproductive 
health challenges. If they are sick I am sure they assess treatment, but secretly, because they 
are stigmatised – there is a lot of stigma around them, they are not accepted.” 
The legitimization of discrimination of homosexuals is furthermore reproduced through the concrete 
mentioning hereof in official policies and documents, as is the case in the Teachers’ Service 
Commission act of 2012, which is established under article 237 of the 2010 Kenyan Constitution, 
stating that ”[i]mmoral behavior, including but not restricted to: i. Sexual intercourse ii. Sodomy iii. 
Lesbianism” are among disciplinary offences for teachers (Kaimenyi 2015:33), which is a clear 
dissemination of politically legitimated discrimination against people on the basis of their sexuality. 
This dissemination was exemplified during some of the interviews as well; Farmer 3 asked the PO a 
question in Swahili directed at me, and as all three of them giggled and laughed vividly, I was highly 
eager to hear the translation: “She is saying that, in Kenya, the common practice - the common thing 
- is men and women having sex together, but in the European countries the gay relationships are 
common, and she is wondering; how do these people enjoy sex?” (Agro PO 2 for Farmer 3) This 
question was highly unanticipated, and with good reason; the PHE PC later stated that it is most 
common for the organisations to not include sexual rights in their outreaches, and “even as we do our 
implementation we do not talk about gay rights. We do not even mention it.”  
 
Although being aware of the opposition against homosexuality in the community groups I visited, I 
dared to ask a final question in plenum during the workshop conducted on community visit 5: “Are 
there any SRH-related rights that you know you have, but which you do not find appropriate?” No 
one answered, until I mentioned the right to define your own sexuality (homosexuality etc.), and 
asked if they found this particular right applicable. Loud talks broke out, some made gestures, rolled 
their eyes and sat back in their chair determinately. Comments included: “God does not allow it. It is 
illegal to us”, “the government is fighting it, they do not want homosexuality, it is illegal” and “what 
                                                
9 The practitioner’s statement is confirmed through several media stories, for instance the British media “The 
Independent” through this link.  
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they [the Kenyans] want is heterosexuality, that is what they want” (Various participants in workshop, 
16.10.16). The PO responded with a clever question to the participants, probably to incite reflection:  
 “Agro PO: But don’t we have these people amongst us in the community? 
 Participant (female): We do, we do. But not in these local areas, they live in the cities.  
 Agro PO: But people living in the cities, where do they come from?”  
This general talk and specific question spurred discussion, and the PO seemed confused when trying 
to contemplate which sum-up of the subsequent Swahili-languaged discussion should be passed on 
to me, while ending up hesitantly stating that “they are saying… uhm, homosexuality (…) it is high 
time it is accepted. The government… it is against the law, but it is high time (…) it is reversed”. 
This did not in any way seem like a convincing sum-up, based on the comments made previously, 
which had me wondering and worrying about possibly having put the PO in an uncomfortable 
situation which could affect the POs trustworthiness in relation to the community members. However, 
this worry sums up the apparent disconnect detected between the HRBA and the implementation 
which brings up the question that I will tend to in the following discussion;	  “[w]hat	  if	  the	  practices	  of	  development	  are	  in	  fact	  concealed	  rather	  than	  produced	  by	  policy?”	  (Mosse	  2005:2)	  
 
6.5   Outro:	  Implementational	  challenges	  
This second subanalysis – the process analysis - has probed the implementation of a rights-based PHE 
project and found all supposed PHE implementation challenges (from #4 - #8) prevalent. An 
overarching challenge to implementing a PHE 
project was detected as the pervasiveness of the 
sector-divided approach to, as well as the way of 
“thinking” and “doing”, development across all 
three levels; implementational, political as well 
as in the communities.  
However, two differing kinds of 
implementational challenges, as well as 
additional ones, have transpired: 1) the 
challenges which the practitioners should seek to mitigate for and with the community members (#5, 
#6, and #7), and 2) the challenges faced with the implementation of a such case project in itself (#4 
and #8).  
 
Detected supposed implementational challenges 
# 4 Difficult to establish support from communities 
# 5 Low involvement rate in natural resource management 
activities due to the non-integrated approach 
# 6 Lack of access to and involvement of males in family 
planning and reproductive health 
# 7 Lack of access to and involvement of females in 
conservation and natural resource management 
#8 Time-consuming and cost ineffective for implementers 
and communities to use singular approaches  
Table 7: Detected and affirmed supposed implementational 
challenges 
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The existing indicators #5, #6, and #7 are found to be representative of the category, and has not been 
found to need additional indicators. On the other hand, a number of additional implementation 
challenges besides indicators #4 and #8 have been deduced. This prompts me to create a new final 
set of implementational challenges (Table 8). 
Besides the prevalence of the already existing challenges #4 and 8# (green), seven others were 
detected. Due to personnel who were initially trained within either the environmental or the health 
sector, lack of expertise in terms of 
implementing but also evaluating an 
integrated project is articulated as a 
challenge (#3). This challenge 
furthermore builds on and adds to the 
already scarce literature and guidelines 
on how to monitor and evaluate (M&E) 
the specific integration between SRHR 
and agricultural/environment 
components, and thus sustainable 
development (#5). Difficulties in 
gathering evidence on this end 
minimises the chances of gaining 
political momentum, as the viability of 
using an integrated approach as opposed 
to the pervasive sector-divided 
approaches is difficult to disseminate as 
regards community members, 
politicians, and not least donors (#6). A 
circle of inefficiency can thus be 
detected as an overarching risk from these findings; while slow uptake on policy and community 
levels in terms of the integrated approach derives from lack of supporting policies and institutional 
frameworks (and thus lack of funding), the same lack of support stems from the insecurity around the 
feasibility of integrated projects. In order to measure the feasibility of a project, what is most needed 
is political support, funding, and not least time, as the very nature of sustainable development and 
interventions to increase people’s PHE opportunities takes time (#7).  
Challenge 
Indicator # 
Implementational challenges with a multi-stakeholder, 
rights-based PHE approach 
1 Trustworthiness of the implementing organisations 
towards community members is put at risk, if community 
members resist PHE components or approach 
2 Due to the cross-sectoral nature of the approach, 
competition between implementing organisations with 
differing original focus areas can arise in terms of being 
accredited for results 
3 The practitioners are likely to lack expertise and abilities 
to monitor and evaluate an integrated project due to their 
single-sector professional background 
4 Difficult to establish support from communities 
5 The integration of multiple components combined with 
being situated within a context of sustainable development 
increases difficulties with monitoring and evaluation, 
while guidelines and best practices in this regard are 
furthermore not widely available due to the novelty of the 
integrated approach 
6 Advocacy efforts are challenging due to the pervasive 
sector-divided approach to development on both 
community, political and donor levels 
7 Donor dependency spurs a need for rapid reporting which 
is counter-intuitive to the long-term nature of the PHE 
components and sustainable development as a whole 
8 It is time-consuming and cost ineffective for implementers 
and communities to use singular approaches, but taken the 
novelty of the integrated approach into consideration, PHE 
projects are likewise time-consuming and cost ineffective 
in start-up phases 
9 Taking a human rights-based approach to the 
implementation of a PHE project is at risk of facing 
resistance in the communities due to traditional, religious 
and cultural, often gender-biased, perceptions 
Table 8: Final detected implementational challenges 
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These implementational challenges are, among other things, spurred by the donor-demand of 
applying a human-rights based approach, which can put the trustworthiness of the practitioners at risk 
as a result of possibly imposing values on community members (#1). The insistence on using a HRBA 
can furthermore pose a challenge to the practitioners. Although specifically trying to avoid imposing 
any values onto the community members, it was deduced that the pressure to “deliver” result to the 
donors and the application of a HRBA spurs the use of behavioural change strategies, which carries 
with them notions of covert coercion and thus possible violation of people’s free choice, as the 
gender-biased beliefs deduced in the first sub-analysis as well as discrimination of homosexuals are 
somewhat sought mitigated - although not directly accentuated in the implementation of the project, 
the sexual right to define your own sexuality, e.g. homosexuality, is a part of the SRHR concept, but 
the mentioning hereof in the case communities spurs condemnation (#9) and thus further exacerbates 
the risk of the implementing organisations diminishing their trustworthiness in the communities.  
Hence, it is concluded that “the things that make for good policy” are in fact “different from those 
that make it implementable” (Mosse 2005:2), and that a disconnect between policy and practice is 
therefore detected. 
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7   Discussion	  
In the endeavour to study the possible disconnects between policy and practice, the previous analysis 
of how and why the challenges of implementing the rights-based integrated PHE components in 
practice lastly prompts the question; why is the HRBA disputable?  
 
7.1   The	  contested	  human	  rights-­‐‑based	  approach	  in	  a	  global	  political	  context	  	  
Knowing that especially the sexual rights in SRHR faces resistance in the communities, and seen in 
the wider political and sustainable development context of the SDGs, a question needs to be raised; 
why is it so important to fight for the recognition and inclusion of sexual rights per se? According to 
the SRHR AO, the aim of the SDGs to eradicate poverty and ensure sustainable societies is “very, 
very hard to accomplish, if we do not let the people who live on this planet, and who are going to 
ensure that these goals will be achieved, live free of discrimination, stigmatization and degrading 
treatment.” Thus, taking a HRBA aims at everybody having equal rights and the right to live the life 
they want, while the whole basis of enjoying human rights rests on the requirement that what “you 
cannot do, when we speak from a rights-based approach point of view, is to demand that others have 
to have the same opinion and values as you do (…) - that is the very crux of the matter.” (SRHR AO)  
 
As deduced in the previous analyses, the SR-related discrimination faced by vulnerable groups and 
mainly youths, women and LGBT persons reduces their opportunities to achieve well-being and thus 
developmental freedom as their agency is diminished. Seen trough a capability approach lens, since 
the freedoms and well-being of the citizens are the “measurement” indicators of the “success” of a 
country, nation or society, the politically induced – and thus societal - stigmatisation of women, youth 
and LGBT people in Kenya leaves the impression of a society that is deliberately constraining 
especially the SRHR-related capabilities, but also other PHE capabilities such as equal land rights, 
and thus the instrumental freedoms of certain citizens. In development-related politics, advocacy 
work, political negotiations, and projects like the case project, the challenges with implementing a 
HRBA thus needs to be acknowledged, taken into consideration and discussed. Knowingly 
implementing a PHE project with a strong focus on SRHR in its entirety – although not as such 
implementing but, implicitly, advocating for LGBT rights or for abortion services – in a country and 
culture where it is illegal and disapproved by many, prompts a final contemplation of the disconnects 
between policy and practice, because, as Mosse contemplates,  
 66 
 
 
 
7.1.1   Global	  power	  connotations	  and	  the	  human	  rights	  based	  approach	  
Taking a HRBA to bilateral or NGO-based development projects and programmes has become an 
increasingly normative tendency in development assistance, which is partly attributable to institutions 
like the UN working on the basis of a respect for universal human rights. These have to an increased 
extent become the epitome of good policy as they, some say, have been “domesticated” and 
“mainstreamed by powerful institutions like the World Bank.” (Cornwall & Nyoma-Musembi 
2004:1416) The challenges with using HRBA in a multi-stakeholder and integrated set-up deduced 
in the preceding analysis are apparently not only evident in small-scale NGO-based project. On the 
contrary, the implementation challenges experienced ‘on the ground’ can be seen as interconnected 
with, if not attributable to, the global political disagreements originating in the universal human rights 
agreements.  
 
Succeeding the 1993 UN-led World Conference on Human Rights facilitated, the UN called for its 
own branches and cooperating multilateral institutions to incorporate human rights as the core of their 
development work in 1997 (Cornwall & Nyoma-Musembi 2004:1425), but it was not until 2003 that 
the UN adopted the Common Understanding of a Human Rights-Based Approach to Development 
Cooperation. This measure caused extensive discussions and disagreements on the contestable 
justifications of applying a “(…) normative framework that has its basis in international covenants 
and conventions” (Ibid.:1418), and exemplified by the protestation put forward by the Indian (now 
former) member of Parliament, Jaipal Reddy, critique of applying a HRBA was based on the claim 
that this method carries with it neo-colonial connotations:  
“[It is our view that] [a] rights based approach to public policy is most desirable. It needs, 
however, to come from within. Movement away from political, economic or social 
oppression can only be sustainable when it springs from within a society and is in harmony 
with local culture and values. The rights-based approach to development cooperation seeks 
to bring about empowerment through external pressure and is based on the dogma that all 
that is required for poverty eradication is ‘good’ leadership, ‘good governance’ and the 
empowerment of ordinary people. That is patronising to say the least, as it is based on the 
assumption that good governance is the only missing link between national poverty 
reduction intentions and actual poverty reduction. The underlying approach seems to be of 
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moral superiority of the donor and also of superiority with regard to insights into what would 
be in the best interests of the South.” (Reddy 2002) 
Prior to the ICPD conference in Cairo in 1994, the disconnections between the rights-based focus on 
gender equality and the constraint-based cultural traditions and values of some of the signing parties 
resembled the above in terms of the unequal power connotations inherent in the RBA, but were highly 
rooted in religious and cultural arguments.  
 
7.1.2   Religious	  and	  cultural	  opposition	  to	  SRHR	  
The narrative on the programme of action (PoA) adopted on ICPD is often that consensus on an 
expanded concept of reproductive health and rights was reached, while scrutiny of the reservations 
put forward by the national parties to the draft PoA exposes substantial disagreements and 
condemnations on this particular expansion (UNFPA 1994). The inclusion of any wording and 
notions that could be interpreted as approving of abortion and/or homosexuality was heavily 
contested by nations such as Malta, Peru, Yemen and Argentina, with Ecuador for instance entering 
reservations “concerning certain unnatural concepts relating to family.” Guatamala furthermore made 
reservations on the entire chapter titled “Reproductive rights and reproductive health” and specifically 
opposed this due to the assertion that ”the General Assembly's mandate to the Conference does not 
extend to the creation or formulation of rights.” (UNFPA 1994) Many religiously based reservations 
were put forth from both Christian and Muslim parties, and the heavily gender-biased arguments 
against the mentioning of any SRHR related elements put forth by the United Arab Emirates are in 
clear contrast to the overall objective of the ICPD of empowering women:   
”The delegation of the United Arab Emirates believes in protecting man and promoting his 
welfare and in enhancing his role in the family and in the State and at the international level.  
We consider also that man is the central object and the means for attaining sustainable 
development.  We do not consider abortion as a means of family planning,(…).” (UNFPA 
1994:ch. 5(18)) 
The disconnections between the rights-based and constraint-guided approaches to development were 
underpinned by the very last comment of the final ICPD report, stated by the Egyptian Minister of 
Foreign Affairs and thus the representative of the host nation: “Our approach to this document, our 
reading of its recommendations and our understanding of its content will always remain governed by 
religion, by values, by ethics, by decent instinct and conduct by the righteousness.” (UNFPA 1995a: 
191) 
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The disagreements regarding especially any SRHR components on ICPD were to a large extent 
echoed in relation to the negotiations preceding the signing of the SDGs. In the final agreement, 
population and SRHR related issues are addressed, but only by using the terms “sexual and 
reproductive health” and “reproductive rights” (UNGA 2015:18). The inclusion of reproductive 
rights, and the omission of sexual rights, was subject to extensive discussions and reservations during 
the negotiations on the final wording of Agenda 2030 (UNGA 2014b). While South Africa on behalf 
of a wide range of nations, including Denmark,  proposed the concrete inclusion of the full SRHR 
concept, other parties strongly opposed any mentioning of SRHR, and especially goal five, which 
encompasses gender equality and empowerment for women and girls, was contested with particular 
emphasis on the objection of any terms or wording that could be thought to legalise abortion, since 
“the right to life is inviolable, including for the unborn child, and that life starts from the moment of 
conception”, as the Honduras delegation put forth. (UNGA 2014b:12)  
Additionally, several parties such as the Republic of Yemen safeguarded themselves and noted, on 
the basis of religious and cultural values, that their understanding of ‘family’ and ‘household’ 
encompassed a male and a female, thus opposing specifically to LGBT-related sexual rights. Without 
there being any specific mentioning of LGBT identities, the reasoning of the safeguarding is to be 
found in the inclusion of the term “individual” as opposes to “male and female”, as well as “gender” 
instead of “sex”, as these can be understood as referring to LGBT identities. Furthermore, although 
not being a sovereign nation and thus not a member of the UN, the The Holy See is does not have 
any voting power but significant symbolic religious power. It holds the position of “Permanent 
Observer State” under which title the Holy See delegations specifically expressed its reservations 
against sexual and reproductive health and “(…) so-called “reproductive rights” [and] “family 
planning”, while adding that “so-called “education” or “information” on “sexuality” (…)” (UNGA 
2014b:22-23, my emphasis) is perceived as the responsibility of the parents, thus opposing to 
sexuality education in institutions.  
 
The disagreements arising in relation to these global development agreements are, partly, “a legacy 
of discredited, coercive “population control” programmes, [as] population and demographic issues 
are still seen today as “difficult”, or likely to alienate. This problem is compounded by the subject of 
safe abortion, which is often seen as controversial at best, and potentially toxic in relation to other 
development priorities.” (Newman et al. 2014:54) While SRHR has received increased attention, 
making “rights real, however, depends on more than this” (Cornwall & Welbourn 2002:5), partly 
 69 
because the “very notion of ‘rights’ carries with it western notions of the individual that fail to 
recognize the complex webs of connectedness in which people are embedded, webs that affects their 
sexual and reproductive well-being.” (ibid.) 
 
7.2   Freedom	  to	  sustainable	  development?	  	  
As analysed in this thesis, the capability of people to achieve their valuable PHE functionings, 
including food security and access to health care including SRHR services, is highly dependent on 
their ability to adapt to and mitigate the effects of the climate changes caused mainly by the countries 
in the global North. Thus, the second major global development agreement entered into in 2015, the 
Paris Agreement on Climate Change adopted at the 21st Conference of the Parties (COP21) was 
anticipated to operate within a framework of human rights, and furthermore to recognise the 
population and SRHR-related challenges related to CC as well as the inverse cause-effect relation 
between green-house-gas emitters and victims (Peeters et al. 2013:59). However, COP21 proved to 
be a battle ground between proponents and opponents of the recognition that CC and human rights 
are interconnected. Prior to COP21, United Nations Environment Programme (UNEP) clearly 
accounted for and recommended the parties to acknowledge the links between human rights and 
climate change:  
” The COP should expressly refer to both the effects of climate change on the exercise of 
human rights and the need for Parties to respect, protect, promote, and fulfil human rights in 
all climate-related activities. This could include: (i) recognizing the human rights-climate 
change nexus in the preamble to the agreement; (ii) noting that one purpose of the agreement 
is to protect, respect, and fulfil the human rights of all persons; (…).” (UNEP 2015:40) 
The mentioning of human rights, and thus a recognition of the correlation between human rights and 
CC, was included in the draft agreement itself, and thus not only in the preamble, but received 
 “(…) minimal attention in the Paris agreement despite the fact that it is absolutely obvious 
that human rights will be violated because of climate change – if your house gets demolished 
or flooded, if your crops are destroyed because of floods and so on, your right to shelter, 
food, security and other human rights are violated because of climate change. And for some 
reason this is difficult to address, people do not want to see it that way, which also means 
that they do not in any way want to see SRHR included.” (SRHR AO) 
In a counter-intuitive move, the inclusion of human rights was withdrawn and removed from the 
agreement to the preamble on December 10th, the International Human Rights Day (Guardian 2015), 
exerted by developed countries such as the US and the UK. This means that human rights are not 
included in the operational part of the agreement, despite the fact that a large group of developing 
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countries, small-island states and non-governmental advocates fought for the inclusion, while 
population challenges are likewise omitted.  
 
A paradox thus presents itself in this relation. On the one hand, there is an insistence on including the 
rights-based approach in all development projects under the auspices of UN, which is furthermore 
demarcated with the fundamental importance given to a HRBA in multiple global development and 
SD agreements including the SDGs. Many global South countries furthermore opposes the HRBA 
due to cultural and religious reasons, and mainly due to SRHR and population-related issues, while a 
great part of the global North countries insist on the inclusion of a HRBA and key SRHR elements. 
On the other hand, the UN-led Paris Agreement on climate change apparently dodges this insistence 
on and mainstreaming of basing global agreements on human rights. Representatives of the global 
North opposes and succeeds in deleting the rights-based language as well as notions on population 
and SRHR from the agreement, while many global South countries demands the inclusion of human 
rights in relation to climate effects and furthermore calls for the acknowledgement of the 
interconnections between demographic changes and the effects of CC, which 93 % (37) of 40 
developing countries’ PoAs on CC adaptation identified as a clear factor (Bryant et al. 2009). 
This leaves us with an impression that the richest and most powerful countries call the shots, and that 
human rights and a rights-based approach to development is apparently applied or omitted on demand 
from these. Besides removing human rights from the agreement, the presumed inclusions of 
population and demography elements was furthermore not fulfilled. Why would – mainly - the global 
North countries write-off these elements from an agreement so distinctly connecting people and 
planet?  
The industrialised – again, mainly global North - countries are well aware that their consumption and 
production rates are the main CC problem, but in many cases, the relatively high fertility rates in the 
global South are articulated as a similarly, if not bigger, problem in terms of green house gas 
emissions and thus CC. It has been suggested that the “spectre of overpopulation functions as a 
scapegoat in development discourse” (Fletcher et al. 2014:1209), and that “what the fantasy of 
overpopulation and its resolution ultimately obscures is the impossibility of achieving widespread 
sustainable development within a neoliberal capitalist system that commonly exacerbates both 
poverty and ecological degradation.” (ibid:1196) Whether this is applicable or not, inverse and highly 
unequal power structures are undoubtedly playing a key role in keeping the poorest and already most 
vulnerable in peril, which is one of the reasons why the disagreements on HRBA and SRHR are 
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“endlessly interesting and has to be discussed endlessly.” (SRHR AO) The controversiality of SRHR 
capabilities as well as the power implications of the HRBA and the interests behind the warped power 
system can thus with good probability be deemed detrimental for the freedom to achieving sustainable 
development, and might be the reason why we are waiting with the addressing of the climate and 
poverty crisis, to recapture Stern’s question, even though now is the time to act.  
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8   Concluding	  remark	  
On the basis of the acknowledgement of global inequality, poverty and climate change related effects 
being some of the greatest challenges to sustainable development of our time, which calls for urgent 
and multi-sectoral action taken as put forth in the Sustainable Development Goals, this thesis set out 
to examine the needs for and challenges with implementing an integrated rights-based “Population, 
Health, and Environment” (PHE) project. Based on empirically-based qualitative research methods 
and the articulations and actions of mainly practitioners, a case study on a such PHE project 
implemented by the Danish Family Planning Association and four Kenyan partner organisations in 
western Kenya was analytically and critically scrutinised through four analytical steps, informed by 
the anthropologist David Mosse and the through a theoretical framework and a capability approach 
as inspired by the welfare economist Amartya Sen.  
 
Firstly, a list of nine agricultural/environmental and SRHR related components, the PHE capabilities, 
that are desirable to achieve for the people for whom a PHE project is supposed to bring positive 
change were deduced based on secondary literature. These include the freedom to have equal land, 
property, and income generating opportunities, to be food secure, and to have the agency to decide 
for yourself if, when and with who you wish to engage in sexual relations or reproduce based on 
informed and safe access to SRH services and rights, among others (see table 4). 
In order to examine to which extent the rural populations in Kenya and the case project communities 
are facing challenges with achieving these PHE capabilities, and based on secondary literature and 
statistics while being informed by the informants, the first subanalysis found that significant 
challenges related to food security and SRHR persist. In addition to corrupt institutions seemingly 
adding to the already higher risks of climate change effects by way of uncontrolled logging and 
ethnic- and the legacy of gender-based biased land tenure systems, especially women’s freedom to 
achieve PHE related wellbeing was found to be diminished partly due to cultural and gender-biased 
traditional beliefs. For instance, traditional beliefs contribute to 1) depriving women of access to land 
rights, cash-crops and IGA due to the persistence of traditional gender-related responsibility division 
where women are often conducting un-paid activities – e.g. by having the primary role as caretakers 
–, and furthermore to 2) the deprivation of their PHE-related right to be in charge of their own bodies, 
as the belief that men can demand sex from their wives is still prevalent in some cultures and areas, 
while for instance the right to abortion services is furthermore still very restricted. Additionally, the 
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levels of unmet needs for family planning and SRHR services are high in the case areas, which is part 
of the reason why an estimated 146.000 unsafe abortions are conducted in the Nyanza/Western region 
each year, while the inadequate measures taken by the governmental institutions to ensure secondary 
education opportunities as well as sexuality education is closely connected to the high teenage 
pregnancy rates detected in the Nyanza region. 
 
When it comes to the implementation of a rights-based PHE project, the challenges faced by the 
practitioners who are implementing the PHE components that are to enhance people’s freedoms 
mainly rests in the novelty and the complex multi-stakeholder and cross-sectoral nature of the PHE 
approach, which overarches the set of nine implementational challenges deduced in the second 
subanalysis (see figure 8). These two overarching challenges makes it difficult to establish support to 
the integrated approach within the communities as well as with policy makers, and to this end a risk 
of inefficiency has been detected: while slow uptake on policy and community levels in terms of the 
integrated approach derives from lack of supporting policies and institutional frameworks (and thus 
lack of funding), the same lack of supporting frameworks partly stems from the insecurity around the 
feasibility of integrated projects. In order to measure and not east document the feasibility of a project, 
political support, funding, and not least time is needed, as the very nature of sustainable development 
and the PHE components such as mitigating unwanted high fertility rates takes time.  
Substantial knowledge and appropriate sensitisation methods towards the community members are 
indeed needed, but due to the rights-based approach, and the controversial nature of some of the 
components in the PHE approach, the practitioners are at risk of loosing trustworthiness and not least 
violating the full and free choice of people who believe in traditional gender-biased development 
opportunities, and who finds especially the right to abortion and the free definition of your own 
sexuality, which is however not directly emphasised in the implementation efforts but are inherent in 
the SRHR concept, contrary to their beliefs. This puts into question the viability of using a HRBA to 
development, which prompted me to lastly discuss the rights-based approach in a wider and global 
political context. Because if disconnects between policy and practice are evident, then why is so 
important to insist on its application? And why is the HRBA so disputed? 
 
While the PHE-related unfreedoms have been discussed through exemplification of the PHE case 
project in western Kenya, the difficulties with achieving gender equality and equal freedom to 
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sustainable development on the ground is correlated with the wider political disagreements taking 
place in discussions related to the global sustainable development agenda. Religious, cultural and 
value-based arguments against allowing people the freedom to choose for themselves the life they 
wish to live lies at the crux of the disconnect between what is perceived as “good policy” (rights-
based approach) and what is actually implementable in practice. The global political insistence – as 
mainly put forth by parties from the global North - on taking a HRBA to SD in the SDGs, and to the 
related population and SRH components herein, is however absent from the Paris Agreement on 
climate change, which also operates in the context of sustainable development, in relation to which 
many global South parties called for the acknowledgement of climate-related rights as well as the 
interconnections between population and climate changes. Thus, a paradox is detected, which can be 
thought to relate to the unequal global power relations permeating the prevalent unequal cause-effect 
relation of climate change and the appertaining effects, which prompts a question that needs to be 
further addressed: does the reluctance to acknowledge and address climate injustice reflect a 
deliberate warping of the sustainable development agenda from the most powerful nations’ side?  
 
This thesis has raised questions regarding inequality and unsustainability, and it has suggested that 
the freedom to sustainable development is highly impeded for the poorer and more vulnerable people. 
On a local as well as on a global scale, the three components of Maathai’s road towards sustainable 
and just development where “rights are respected, whether they are human rights, women’s rights, 
children’s rights, or environmental rights”, “sustainable and equitable management of resources” is 
ensured, and where “cultures of peace that are deliberately cultivated” (Maathai 2007:294) needs to 
be enhanced and respected by all if sustainable development is to be realised.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 75 
9   Bibliography	  
Alber, Gotelind (2009): Gender and Climate Change Policy, in Guzmán, José Miguel, George 
Martine, Gordon McGranahan, Daniel Schensul & Cecilia Tacol (eds.) (2009): Population 
Dynamics and Climate Change. UNFPA & IIED 
Alkire, Sabina (2008a): Choosing Dimensions: The Capability Approach and Multidimensional 
Poverty. MRPA paper no. 8862, Munich Personal RePEc Archive 
Alkire, Sabina (2008b): Using the capability approach: prospective and evaluative analyses, in 
Comim, Flavio, Mozaffar Qizilbash and Sabina Alkire (eds.) (2008): The Capability Approach. 
Concepts, Measures and Applications, pp. 26-50. Cambridge University Press  
APHRC (African Population and Health Research Center), Ministry of Health Kenya, Ipas, & 
Guttmacher Institute) (2013): Incidence and Complications of Unsafe Abortion in Kenya: Key 
Findings of a National Study. Nairobi, Kenya 
ARROW (Asian-Pacific Resource & Research Centre for Women) (2014): Sexual and Reproductive 
Health and Rights in the Post-2015 Agenda: Taking their Rightful Place. ARROW, Kuala 
Lumpur, Malaysia 
Barot, Sneha (2014): Looking Back While Moving Forward: Marking 20 Years Since The 
International Conference on Population and Development, in Guttmacher Policy Review vol. 
17(3), pp. 22-28 
Berer, Marge (2014): The sustainable development agenda and unmet need for sexual and 
reproductive health and rights, in Reproductive Health Matters, vol. 22(43), pp 4-13 
Bernard, Harvey Russell (2011): Research Methods in Anthropology: Qualitative and Quantitative 
Approaches. Fifth edition, AltaMira Press, United Kingdom 
Bryant, Leo, Louise Carver, Colin D. Butler & Ababu Anage (2009): Climate change and family 
planning: least-developed countries define the agenda in Bulletin of the World Health 
Organization, vol. 87(11), pp. 852-857 
Ceballos, Gerardo, Paul R. Ehrlich, Anthony D. Barnosky, Andrés García, Robert M. Pringle, & Todd 
M. Palmer (2015): Accelerated modern human - induced species losses: Entering the sixth mass 
extinction, in Science Advances, vol. 1(5) 
Cornwall, Andrea & Celestine Nyoma-Musembi (2004): Putting the ‘rights-based approach’ to 
development into perspective, in Third World Quarterly vol. 25(8), pp. 1415-1437 
 76 
Cornwall, Andrea & A. Wellbourn (2002): Introduction. In Cornwall, Andrea & A. Wellbourn (eds.) 
(2002): Realizing rights: Transforming approaches to sexual and reproductive well-being, Zed 
Books, London, pp. 1-17 
Creswell, John W. (2009): Research design.  
Deneulin, Séverine & Lila Shahani (eds.) (2009): An Introduction to the Human Development and 
Capability Approach. Earthscan 
Fletcher, Robert, Jan Breitling & Valerie Puleo (2014): Barbarian hordes: the overpopulation 
scapegoat in international development discourse, in Third World Quarterly, vol. 35(7), pp. 
1195-1215 
Flyvbjerg, Bent (2006): Five Misunderstandings About Case-Study Research, in Qualitative Inquiry 
vol. 12(2), p. 219-245. Sage Publications. 
Fukuda-Parr, Sakiko (2003): The Human Development Paradigm: Operationalizing Sen’s Ideas on 
Capabilities, in Feminist Economics vol. 9(2-3) pp. 301-317 
Geissler, Paul Wenzler & Ruth Jane Prince (2013): The land is dying: Contingency, Creativity and 
Conflict in Western Kenya.  
Haq, Mahbub Ul (1995): Reflections on Human Development. Oxford University Press, USA  
Holland, Breena (2008): Justice and the Environment in Nussbaum's "Capabilities Approach": Why 
Sustainable Ecological Capacity is a Meta-Capability, in Political Research Quarterly vol. 61(2), 
pp. 319-332 
Honzak, Cara, Judy Oglethorpe & David Lopez-Carr (2012): Conservation and Family Planning: 
What is the value of integrating family planning into conservation projects? Papers of the 
Population Association of America Annual Meeting 2012, San Francisco, CA 
Hussain, Rubina (2012): Abortion and unintended pregnancy  in Kenya, in In Brief No 2,  Guttmacher 
Institute, New York  
Kaimenyi, Jacob (2015): Reforms in the Education Sector in Kenya. Public lecture delivered 
February 2015 at Kenyatta University 
Kanyinga, Karuti (2009): The legacy of the white highlands: Land rights, ethnicity and the post-2007 
election violence in Kenya, in Journal of Contemporary African Studies vol. 27(3), pp. 325-344 
Kassie, Menale, Simon Wagura Ndiritu & Jesper Stage (2013): What Determines Gender Inequality 
in Household Food Security in Kenya? Application of Exogenous Switching Treatment 
Regression, in World Development vol. 56, pp. 153-171 
 77 
Leech, Beth (2002): Asking Questions: Techniques for Semistructured Interviews, in Political 
Science & Politics vol. 35(4), pp. 665-668 
Lessmann, Ortrud and Felix Rauschmayer (2013): Re-conceptualizing Sustainable Development in 
the Basis of the Capability Approach: A Model and its Difficulties, in Journal of Human 
Development and Capabilities vol. 14(1), pp. 95-114 
Lund, Christian (2014): Of what is this a case?, in Human Organization vol. 73(3), pp. 224-234 
Maathai, Wangari (2007): Unbowed. Anchor Books, NY 
Mosse, David (2004): Is Good Policy Unimplementable? Reflections on the Ethnography of Aid 
Policy and Practice in Development and Change vol. 35(4), pp. 639-671. 
Mosse, David (2005): Cultivating Development. Pluto Press, London 
Newman, Karen, Sarah Fisher, Susannah Mayhew & Judith Stephenson (2014): Population, sexual 
and reproductive health, rights and sustainable development: forging a common agenda, in 
Reproductive Health Matters, vol. 22(43), pp. 53-64 
Nzioka, Charles (2001): Perspectives of adolescent boys on the risks of unwanted pregnancy and 
sexually transmitted infections: Kenya, in Reproductive Health Matters vol. 9(17), pp. 108-117 
Oglethorpe, Judy, Cara Honzak, & Cheryl Margoluis (2008): Healthy people, healthy ecosystems: A 
manual for integrating health and family planning into conservation projects. World Wildlife 
Fund, Washington, D.C 
Peeters, Wouter, Jo Dirix & Sigrid Sterckx (2013): Putting Sustainability into Sustainable Human 
Development, in Journal of Human Development and Capabilities, vol. 14(1), pp. 58-76 
Pender, John, Frank Place & Simeone Ehui (2006): Strategies for Sustainable Land Management in 
the East African Highlands: Conslusion and Implications, in Pender, John, Frank Place & 
Simeone Ehui (eds.) (2006): Strategies for Sustainable Land Management in the East African 
Highlands, pp. 377-415. International Food Policy Research Institutute, Washington D.C. 
Riche, Martha Farnsworth (2009): The Largest Generation Comes of Age, in Mazur, Laurie Ann (ed.) 
(2009): Pivotal Moment: Population, Justice, and the Environmental Challenge, pp. 38-51. 
Island Press  
Robeyns, Ingrid (2006): The Capability Approach in Practice, in The Journal of Political Philosophy, 
vil. 14(3), pp. 351-376 
Rockstrom, J., W. Steffen, K. Noone, et al. (2009): Planetary boundaries: exploring the safe operating 
space for humanity, in Ecology and Society 14(2):32 
 78 
Satterthwaite, David (2009): The implications of population growth and urbanization for climate 
change in Environment & Urbanization, vol. 21(2), pp. 545-567  
Schlosberg, David (2012): Climate Justice and Capabilities: A Framework for Adaptation Policy in 
Ethics & International Affairs, volume 26(4), pp. 445-461 
Schoenaker, Niels, Rutger Hoekstra & Jan Pieter Smits (2015): Comparison of Measurement Systems 
for Sustainable Development at the National Level, in Sustainable Development vol. 23, pp. 285-
300 
Sen, Amartya (1999): Development as freedom. Oxford University Press 
Sen, Amartya (2013 [2000]): The Ends and Means of Sustainable Development.  
Singh Susheela, Jaqueline E. Darroch & Lori S. Ashford (2014): Adding It Up: The Costs and 
Benefits of Investing in Sexual and Reproductive Health 2014. New York: Guttmacher Institute, 
2014 
Spradley, James P. (1979): The Ethnographic Interview 
Stern, Nicholas H. (2015): Why are we waiting? The logic, urgency, and promise of tackling climate 
change. The MIT Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts 
Tengland, Per-Anders (2012): Behavior change or empowerment: on the ethics of health-promotion 
strategies, in Public Health Ethics vol. 5 pp. 140-153 
Yavinsky, Rachel Winnik, Carolyn Lamere, Kristen P. Patterson & Jason Bremner (2015): The 
Impact of Population, Health, and Environment Projects. Population Council, The Evidence 
Project, Washington, DC 
Yin, Robert K. (2012): Qualitative Research from Start to Finish. The Guilford Press, NY (first 
edition) 
 
Online and statistical sources 
 
APHRC Website (African Population and Health Research Center): Assessing the Implementation 
of Sexuality Education Policies in Kenya 
Danida (2012): The Right to a Better Life.  
DFPA (Danish Family Planning Association) (2014): Årsberetning 2014, Sex og Samfund 
FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations) (2008): An Introduction to the Basic 
Concepts of Food Security 
 79 
FAO (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations) (2013): Forests, food security and 
gender: linkages, disparities and priorities for action. Background paper for the International 
Conference on Forests for Food Security and Nutrition, FAO, Rome, 
FAO (2015): Kenya Country Profile 
FAO Website (Food and Agriculture Organization of the United Nations): Agroforestry.  
FIDA Kenya (2009): Women’s Land and Property Rights in Kenya: Promoting Gender Equality 
GoK (Government of Kenya) (2010): Agricultural Sector Development Strategy 2010-2020 
Guardian, the (2014): Nurse's death sentence reignites abortion debate in Kenya.  
Guardian, the (2015): Climate talks: anger over removal of human rights reference from final draft.  
IFAD Rural Poverty Portal: Kenya Statistics 
KNCL (Kenya National Council for Law Reporting) (2010): The Constitution of Kenya, 2010.  
KNBS (Kenya National Bureau of Statistics) (2010): Kenya Demographic and Health Survey 2008-
09. Calverton, Maryland: KNBS and ICF Macro.  
KNBS (Kenya National Bureau of Statistics) (2015a): Kenya Demographic and Health Survey 2014.  
KNBS (Kenya National Bureau of Statistics) (2015b): Facts and figures 2015.  
Kenya MoH (Kenya Ministry of Health) (2012): National Family Planning. Costed implementation 
plan 
MoH (Kenya Ministry of Health) (2015): National Adolescent Sexual and Reproductive Health 
Policy 
PRB (Population Reference Bureau) (2011): Kenya Population Data Sheet 2011 
PRB (2014): Kenya. Reproductive Transitions: Unmet Need for Family Planning 
PRB (2015): 2015 World Population Data Sheet 
Reddy, Jaipal (2002): Statement by Mr. S. Jaipal Reddy, at the 57th UNGA 
TI (Transparency International) (2011a): Global Corruption Report: Climate Change  
TI (Transparency International) (2011b): Corruption in the Land Sector 
TI (Transparency International) (2015): Corruption Perceptions Index 2015 
UN DESA: Data Query, total fertility.  
UN DESA (2012): Sustainable Development in Kenya: Stocktaking in the run up to Rio+20. Nairobi, 
Kenya.  
UN DESA (2015): World Population Prospects 2015 – Data booklet. United Nations Department of 
Economic and Social Affairs 
UNDP (2015): Sustainable Development Goals.  
 80 
UNEP (2015): Climate Change and Human Rights. United Nations Environment Programme, 
Nairobi, Kenya 
UNFPA (1994): “Report of the International Conference on Population and Development (preliminary 
report)” 
UNFPA (1995a): Report of the International Conference on Population and Development. 
UNFPA (1995b): Gender, Rural Fertility/Mortality & Farming Systems.  
UNFPA (2013): Adolescent Pregnancy: A Review of the Evidence. New York 
UNFPA (2014): State of the World Population 2014: The Power of 1.8 Billion Adolescents, Youth 
and the Transformation of the Future. UNFPA 2014, New York, NY 
UNFPA (2014 [1994]): Programme of Action. Adopted at the International Conference on Population 
and Development, Cairo 5-13 September 1994. 20th Anniversary Edition.  
UNGA (2014a): “The road to dignity by 2030: Ending poverty, transforming all lives and protecting 
the planet. Synthesis report of the Secretary-General on the post-2015 sustainable development 
agenda” 
UNGA (2014b): Report of the Open Working Group on Sustainable Development Goals. Addendum: 
Explanations of position and reservations on the report.  
UNGA (2015): Transforming our world: the 2030 Agenda for Sustainable Development. Resolution 
adopted by the General Assembly on 25 September 2015.  
UN Habitat (United Nations Human Settlements Programme) (2014): Land Tenure Security in 
Selected Countries: Synthesis Report. UN Habitat, Nairobi 
UNICEF Web: Kenya Statistics.  
WB (2008): Kenya Poverty and Inequality Assessment  
WB (2015): Climate Change Complicates Efforts to End Poverty. Feature story, published February 
6th 2015 
WB Web (2016): Overview, poverty 
WB Data Site: Maternal Mortality Ratio 
WCED 1987: Our Common Future. 
WHO (World Health Organisation) (2006): Defining Sexual Health. Geneva 
WHO (World Health Organisation) (2010): Developing Sexual Health Programmes. A Framework 
for Action. Switzerland  
WHO (World Health Organisation) (2012): Addressing the Challenge of Women’s Health in Africa. 
Regional Office for Africa 
